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way company, and the deceased had ascended it in the per-
forinance of work hie was doing as an emaployee of the rail-
way conipany.

On the argument of the appeals, counsel for the electrie
ûonipany said that he did flot now dispute this flnding.

It is scareely open to question that this finding involves
the defendants the electrie comipany in the happening of
the accident. The wire and hanger with which the deceased
came into contact, therehy forming the circuit, being the pro-.
perty o! the defendants the eectric cexnpany, and having
becn placed thecre by thern, the death was, te that extent at
least, due te thieir action.

'lhle jury furthier found the reason of the circuit. After
fin<ling thiat thie death waa caused by the negligence of both

ddendnt~,they, ini response to, the question, "If se, what
negligence do you flnd-state fully and satle ail the riegli-
geice whichi, in your opinion, caused the death ?" nwrd
-"(a) Wires flot properly insulated; (b) space betweeni prim-
arv wires iistilcienit." Thvse findings were applicable Only

k, work done by thie dlefendants the electrie colmpalny, and
if Ille pole lind beetn thieir property, and the deveased was
hiwu ll 'v u1pon it, w'oujd hakve retidereci thlem Solelv responlsible
for his dvath, in thie absence of contrihuitory nevgligeýnce,
aiginist m-hieh the jury have fouind. Thevre is evidenc amnply
stlîiient te justify these;( ftdns FJpon what grouinds,
theni, viau tlivme defendants expeet to be f reed froem liability
to tlle rt-pri-senitative o! the dcaeThere is no othier
filniutg o! Ille jury wich affords theuni any assistance. The
fii.liiws thiat the defendalints tlle ratilwaiy compllany were niegli-
gentt iu allowlng Ille elvetrie vomnpany to string liighi voltagý,e
M iresý on tlle pote, and thant flueelti coniipan v's use o! the
pjoli was witi thle kiowl(,dge, and consent of thle rnilway comn-

pauv cnnot aiffec(t flie position o! thle plaintif!. Th7le d e-
ceased hiad net, and neithier ha. thle plaintiff, ail %thing te dto
wi(th thev nature of the arraingemen-it, if any, etenthe ce-
dIvrendants, and thle jury have negativel Ilhe daimi that thle
systcii o! placing thevir wirea and( hiangers adolted hy Ille
dvrfendants4 t h electric cernpany vwas Ilhe nost preper or
best gystenui for seeuring againist danger to persons wo)rkinig
anltong thiem.

'lie facts being thalt thle mspac(ing be-tweeni the priniary
wirvs was insufficient te enable a miax to pass thireugh thei
in ýafvly in c-ase of thie insulation being defeetive, and ef
tlitr (,arry.ing such a high voltaige as the wire in question


