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siad lccetricity (iii the quantity wbiehl we are îuw deal-
îrîg wl tl) is vapale wlîen uncont rolh'd, of produeing injurv
to l fe and limrb, and1( to property; and in thle present insitanie
it mits atiial generated iii suei gjuantity, and it escaped
frurîî tli> resi>undents' premîises an'd control. Su far as flic
r('>ltdt are conerîîcd, it appears to their Lordsliips
ti.t give n resulting injurY sucli as is postulated in Rtlands
v. I"ietcher, L. El. 31 Il. L. 330U, and the prineipie w ould
aPp)lv.''

i Jure plaint ifi. allege ser'iou ami eont înmîng itiiage tu
their property. This îiust be proed t>) ent itle t hein tu 1.e-
<'o>er fruont deferîdanit-. and tlii,ý i- flic iiiak'rial lact on1
wliiîulî p)Ilint its mrust4 reix . 'I'î o ther allegations of wrong-
foi boni ng ofthle rails tu tie gas pi pes, and of tlie spriiik-
Iing of sait, are in on1e respeet no0 more than evidence of

pliiii.rîglîit-to recux er, thugl inl another tiîey inay be
vari1ý ufl th uausc of action. E.ven if ibey are viewed as evi-

deu.tli uu nut bu objeut ed to as imnpruperîx' pleaded
imli ride tedeis in Miii ingtunm v. L ori1ig, t; Q. B. 1). 190.
liiit lu view- is tiiere anY ne(e -'sitY for partieulars as to

Ex,~ -pt as' alreadv stateil, t0e mtîi unannot lie grantedl,
a: 1lîîs stage of t lie, aein tcat Tite ontI> issues thaï, art,

tl b ule deleît 1ritlî al the t rïal w ilI be: '() whetiier the
piij>s (,f thle plaîiltiff- bave been lainagcd byeltrlisa
aI lege> I anI (2), if s>> ethle r d et n d n ts a ru f r a nvresx
tab le lu plaîntiflfthr fr

If these qtestin juiare botu answered affirmativel ' ,tii
the equantumit of <laiagespa'ale iu't be det erinined bv a
referce. Thiîs, 1 under<tuod, Nvas eoneeded on the argument

Nu doubt. wiîen tima stage is reched , il xviii le fleces-
sary for plaintiffs to give sonie ex idenue, SUeli as is askcd
for in the demnand for particulars, P.g., as 10 the v>'Seipe of
gas owing ti) the weakening of the pipes, and as to tic
ascertainîcd and probable damtage to plaint.illf' property re-
sudting frur letoiss

.At present, howcver, sucli details are not, iniinv opinion,
ne(essary, nor ean tlîev be usefully considered 'untii the
primary quiestion of liability bas, been finaiiv detcrmined.
This ia>' not be reaclîcd until a somewhat remote period in
this nox ci case 1 espccially when a sinjilar elaim is being made
blv the corporation of the city of Toronto for darnage to their
w ater pîpes.


