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The legislature, which could have cxuf ' „f jf' ,hpv 1H)nclu.le that the grounding of
ii,i,,"cation of the genera hw m«pre*J. J. J ....... . ^ tnm,(ormm would, some substan-
must be deemed to have done so b> impl.oat.on question, have been
su-h eases. Nor need a us,, o the ,-jm earned “ " ....... ,, safeguard against the
which is injurious to other,, Is. excluded ru n the • 1 ^ ^ ^ „ wl, i, is in.-

.............. .. -.......... - -h ~

previously been unavoidable. This point arose and en a|(mg roadi> sueh
;z2KfJ*T25 « «L» ... ........................................... .............. .. ....... .

: to ,d.;r 1,0. r., .«,h .« I,..-,0,»-^ I,,.1-
• -tape of electricity as took place in t ns ia« , atta-ntictn require particular examination, viz.,
incidental to the use of overhead ta ies (VHV \ (' 220) and Dumpliy*

and by what reasonable precaution* mjuiiou ^ ^ (onllPr n east- of damage
preventdde. |iy ||l(1 <)f sparks from a locomotive engine

and the decision in terms is in line with the well 
known authorities of Vaughan v. 7 hr I aft I <• - 

(ft II. It N. 679) and Hiwul v.
(L it. I ILL.

to infer thateven

of the power to distribute high tension current
as would by

Iknornes necessary

rase
far

weret uitsvqtienreB
necessary to hangThe question, whether it

the two sets of cables on the same poles or in such 
proximity to one another tint the full of the branch y Company

one would lend to the flow of the high tension n„j„,rriimith I tail ira y innipaiiy
current into the other, hardly seems to have been . jt |s ., t.ow. „f -plain words authorising the
examined at the trial. The main contention is (l(,i„g ,>f the very thing complained of Dumphys
this. It was the result of voluminous evidence a ^ 0f high tension electricity released by the 
called at the trial, and indeed in their Lordships a(( ((1 ,, ,|,jni party's workman, whom the j»r>
view the Company's ease. that, if the wires of the n(.()l|i|t<ld „f neg|igence. No specific Article of the
transformers, which are used at intervals along the (,|m1(1 is iom>d, and the presence of a high tension
line of cable, had been grounded, the escaping high- in lhl, cable was only the rausa m.o gun
tension electricity would have found its way in- „on und the human action which released it was the
nociKiusly to earth instead of entering the houses ^ ()f accident. There was statu
...... setting them on fire. The .......... .. this pre- ( aulhorjly circulate high tension electricity
caution had been established by the experience of ()Ver,a>|ldi bl|t ,m the simple issue, whether the 
several years, but it was the view of some distn- da e caused by the escape of that electricity was 
butors of electricity, and of the defendant Company ,iy ,h(. Conll>any-8 negligence, n was held

offset to this ad- ^ nQ negligenee had been proved, and indeed 
hut for the act of a stranger, who himself was not
earelesa, the ........pany's eleetricity w.mld h ive done

harm to anybody.

was

among them, that there was an 
vantage in the fact Unit, if the wiring of the cus
tomers' houses was defective, the grounding of the 
transformer wires would substitute new difficulties 
for the old. It was not. however, shown that the 
wiring of the plaintiffs’ houses was defective to 
this extent, although it was "démodé," nor did 
ill,, evidence compare the one disadvantage with the 
other quantitatively. The Company could have 
imqiected the wiring and. if it was not safe could 
have declined to supply current. It is plain that the 
Company whs quite rilling to have carried out the 
grounding of the transformer wires, if the repre
sentatives of the Fire Insurance Companies, who 
advised this course, had given an instruction instead 
of „ recommendation. The latter naturally pointed 
out that they had no authority to issue instructions 

confine themselves to advice, and as their
that this

no
the evidence estubWhether in the present 

case
eases
of negligence against the 

which the Supreme 
Had It

lislied affirmatively a 
defendants is a question 
Court arrived at no definite conclusion.
|„,en necessary, the respondents would have been 
entitled to claim before their Urdsh.ps Hoard tl.nl 
this issue should he decided now. since the terms 
imposed on the appellants under the special leave 
to appeal bound them to rely on |»int8 of law only 
|mt did not preclude the residents from meeting

W Inch til''

nil

the fact» in any wnv
In the view, however, above 
decision on ibis question is

those jMiints ufxm 
evidence warranted.
taken of the case 
needed.

no
but must
Lordships arc neither prepared to

the appellants' part for instructions was 
quibble, designed to disguise their own

Their Lordships will humbly advise His Majesty 
that this appeal should be dismissed with msls.
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