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changed into a death trap, by the brealking of a wire, the destruc-
tion of the insulating material, or the induction of a current from
somle unexpected source. Because of the utter irnpossibilitv of
anticipatingr every freak which this, subtie fluid may perform, the
courts have generally held that companies emplc>ying eecctricitv
upon public streets are flot insurers against ail accidents therefrom.
It becomes necessary, therefore, to determine in v-hat classes of
cases liabiiity may be imposed upon corporations or individuals
who utilize electricity upon or along public thoroughfares, in re-
spect to injuries frorn such use. W\e !av out of the discussion ail
cases involving injuries to ernployees, as %well as accidents to per-
sons or property fromn electric wires upon buildings ; injuries (not
due to electric shock, resuitin- froin contact with fallen %vires ; and
clectralysis of gas and water pipes,

The sirnplest case which hias corne befo)re the courts is that in
which a corporation maintains a hcavily chiarged uninsulated elec-
trical wire near to a highway, and .vithin a easy reach of travellers.
Where such exists, there ks a prima facie ca>e of ncgiigence ;and
it has been held that where a person i.s found dead at the fout of
the pole on which such %vire is suspended, with a frerh burni upon
bis hand and his body otherwise in a sound condition, there is a
sufficient case for the con.sideration of the jury. This liabiiity.
hovever, does flot followv fromi the inere fact that a li~v wire is ieft
exposed. If it is so far removed froto the line of travel that the
owner could flot reasotnably forecee contact btetcn it and one
who use-, the highway. there ks no rcsponsibility for accidents.
Thus, where an uninsulatcd wvire was placed upon an awfling in
front of a building, the aw ning beiw, 16 feet above the street and
evidently not intendcd as a place of resort, and the dcccas.ed ivent
upon it to assist his father (wvho had been sbocked while attempt-
in- to raise the %vires sr) as to allowv the passage of a house lie was
moving along the street), and iii doing so the deccased %vas kilied
by the electrical current, the owner of the %vires wvas held flot
answerable for the occurrence.

A further extension of the liability lias been made where the
oiwncr of the wire abandons it under circumstanlccs wbich rendcr
it possible it will be removed by a third party and placed ini a
dangerous proximity to the highway. \Where atelephione corpaniy
rail its wires over the poles of an electrical railway conipany, and
aftcrwards discontinued the use of a certain wvire, coiling it and


