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sUeh user, whieh could have resulted in the wire being
touc7hed by any one....

[Harrold v. Watney, [1T98] 2 Q. B. 320, distinguished.
Referencu also to Lyneh v. Nurdin, 1 Q. B. 29; Binks v.
Southi York4hire B1. W. Co., 3 B. & S. 244; Macdowall v.
Great Westeýrn R1. W. Co~., [ 1903] 2 K. B. 331; Smith v.
IfaYes-!, 2-9 0. R1. 283; N-'ewell v. Canadian Pacifie R1. W. Co.,
7 Oi. W. R. 771; Hughies v. Maetie, 2 H. & C. 744.]

Ther being, then, no evidence that the defendant coin-
painy ought rea.sonably to have antieipated tbat any one--
Q-hildren or others--using the highway, would have inter-
fered -%ith their wire, and no evidence of the neglect of any
duty on their part to the public, it appears to nie that the
autiokn fails and that the appeal iiiis be allowed.
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.Ajqx'aI by defendant frozîi the order of a Divisional
Co,-urt <6 0. W. R. 342) reversing the judgment of BRITTOe,
J. (5- 0. W. B. 80), so far as it was in favour of defend-
ant. and awarding judgment in favoiir of plaintiffs for

The appeal -was heard by MOSS, C .J. 0., OSLER, GARROW,
Mý%ACLAREN, And MEN[REDITIT, JJ.A.

Geo«rge Kerr and Joseph Montgonery, for defendant.

W. E. Mfiddfleton, for plaintiffs.

Mafss, C.,J.O. :-The cause of action alleged was an în-
debtednes hy fendant to plaintiffs individually and au

moiniber, of a piartnership carring on business undqr the
firmn namie of G.reiÎg & Stewart. The partnership between
j1a1intiffs, was entered into on 12th February, 1902. Prior


