
GLOSTER r. TORON TO ELECTRIC LIGHT C'O.

the(- place where the box' toucbed it, a, littie lower than hall
wav bctween>i flic top of the railing and the floor of the bridge.

Oi Srh Octeber, 1904, plaintitf Franeis Gloster, a boy of
Sewe and 9 yecars of age, who was crossing the bridge

or playing thereon with some comipanions, pushed his arrn
flirougli one of the lower openings in the lattice work of the
railing,, and touched or took, hold of the wire. There was

soereason to suppose f rom his exanijuation before the trial
thaýt lie was, attezupting to reaeli it withi a small metal loy lie
Lad in bis hand, but titis lie xvould not admit or did flot re-
it2embefr when givilg his evidence at the trial. The insula-

tion of the wýire beig împerfeet, the resuit Mas that the boy's
batid, whcrc it bail taken hold of the wire, and bis lead, whicl
rc-ted upon or touched part of the iron work of flie railing,
were %,ery severely l)urnt.

1 was, quite clear froni tlie whole of tlie evidence that fIe
mire could not be touchied accidentalli by any one niercly
pass.ing'L over or standing on fthc bridge or at lte raiig, or
'who wasI: looking through or over the railinig, or without in-
teiidiig to toueli if or without delibcrately reacbing out
througfh the railing as far as flie wire, and there wa.s no

erdnethaf there was anything of a character likelv to
enic r inducechjîdren bo play with or put their bauds

uipon il, and the Judge, without objection, s<i tld the jury.

There was evidence titat a servant of defendants, in the
ordinary course of his duty, crossed the bridge for the pur-
pose, of trimming the electrie lamps, and it was said that lie
musjýt have seen that it was being widened and ftic distance
bewewýen tIhe bridge and thec wire reduccd, and it was al50

swnthiat oni one occaýsion, wliule thc work was going on, the
supeintedentof construction visited flic bridge and stood

on. the bank of the ravine, thougli lie (lid not cross over, and
t( railinigs of tbe bridge were not then up. H1e knew that

the \rdg ivas being repaired, but flot that if was being wid-
ened. At theý south end tle wires appear bo have been machi
moren distant froin te bridge than at thec nortb.

T'he findings of the jury whleli affi'eted the defendant
C0o1upaiy wure, that the proximify of their wires o flic wesf
side of the bridge was a source of dlanger to the travelling
public, and thiat the negligence of whieh fhey were guilty
eonISiste-d in flie wires being too close to the bridge, and for
aii unreasoýnablec lengîli of timte.


