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For act of god

q’s’ﬁ Nichols v. Marsland (1876) ?ﬁgﬁwm Tort Law (Law of Negligence / Strict
Liability) ﬁ@@TE&ﬂﬁqu% — 1 fa=IY =T T Rule in Rylands v. Fletcher (1868) & HTTIT
(exception) % &0 & UGHAT AT 5|

i P BT TH:

Nichols v. Marsland (1876) 2 Ex. D. 1 (Court of Exchequer Division, England)

() T (Facts):

gfcara (Defendant) Marsland = 31gt it @Waﬁmm (artificial ponds) d-TU
3, oI U &1 Uh YT URT (stream) 1 UT-T Tebd foba 711 7|

Qaﬁatfamwauf (extraordinary rainfall) _g'_st — ﬁﬁﬂ%@ﬂﬂ'@%ﬁﬂ
(embankments) ¢C Y|

S ITaTE BT O -Te BT 3R I8HR aTdY (Plaintiff) Nichols 31 TUfRT &1 Jear Ugardl
(bridges 3R TSI ol dis faam) |

Nichols %Wmm%qﬁaﬁrﬁ Rylands v. Fletcher (strict liability) CAGREC
Ted TR SEXMT Y {39 T YfH TR G- Aot (U Taa ot ot

HeT (Issue):

T YfTATeT (Marsland) strictly liable BT W& THHT YT e PRI (act of God) T 3T §T —
31yl Srafies auf forads wRUT |y ge?

faofa (Judgment):

Court (Exchequer Division) 3 Dol 5 g “Act of God” DT HIHAT %’ [

@Wﬁ STHTA, amﬁmum STUQT (extraordinary rainfall) %WE’&EBT&[
& forg sufeRT fSrHeR 76T S8R S Hehd |

Eﬂﬁ‘ﬂ? Marsland aﬁﬁlﬁmqﬁmmﬂ

+ fSId (Legal Principle):

Rule: IS fordft aafda gRT 4ty R <& 718 aq (SR U, A, fteft, 9fe) & wror g1 gt g, <
dg strictly liable % —
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AfeT 3R BT “Act of God” TT felt 30 WTpfa® <1feT & HIRUIES &, 1 T8 Rylands v.
Fletcher & 0 ¥ /741G (exception) & ¥4 H T ST |

Hegdd (Significance):

T B Rylands v. Fletcher % AR YT UATGI & T T P! RITUT HT § — “Act of God”
(St 3mug)|

I P o 3 ora T forelt sreafires SR SraeanfRid wigpfas e a4 gidr g, ot
HId 1 STRard! Te! 38T S Hebell|

dlq % ﬁ HHA! (@'@[ Greenock Corp v. Caledonian Ry Co 1917) A BRI IRFARE 11@ 3R
SEINGP R RIE]

¢ §& I

Nichols v. Marsland (1876) H 3[cTad 7 Hal —

e T SRR FIplad Ge-To d16, Yo a7 TR a8 9§ §idl 8, a1 S¥ “Act of God”
YT ST, 3R Tt T & oafe ST 0 1 gt =1gY 01 Se, vl 81 JhaH st Y d
Ul STt A1 30 ST 9 g g

Brown v. Kendall (1850) — quick facts case for negligence.

Court / Year: Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts, 1850.

Facts: The defendant (Kendall) tried to separate his dog and the plaintiff’s dog while they
were fighting. In the effort he raised a stick and accidentally struck the plaintiff in the eye,
causing injury. The plaintiff sued for battery/trespass.

Issue: Was the defendant automatically liable for the accidental injury, or must the plaintiff
prove that the defendant failed to exercise due care (i.e., was negligent)?

Holding / Principle

The court held that the defendant was not automatically liable for the accident.

Rule: A person who acts in a lawful attempt to prevent harm (here, to separate fighting dogs)
is not liable for injury if he acted without fault — i.e., if he exercised the care that a
reasonably prudent person would have exercised in the same situation.

This case shifted the emphasis to fault/negligence: the plaintiff must show that the
defendant failed to exercise ordinary care. It is an early articulation of the “reasonable
person” standard.

Why it matters
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Negligence (fault) — not strict liability. Brown v. Kendall is often taught as the moment
Anglo-American law moved away from automatic liability for accidents toward a fault-based
system requiring proof of lack of reasonable care.

It’s a textbook example when discussing intervening good-faith acts (rescuing/separating
animals) and how courts evaluate care and liability.

’Cl_s'qﬁl@ Glﬁﬁﬂﬁa’_\q% — Brown v. Kendall (1850, 60 Mass. 292) — o “Dog Fight Case” ®gl
I & | T8 HIFET Law of Torts (Negligence / Battery) &1 U QfdgTii® fAufa g form siyfe
negligence law CARICESCl

i P BT ATH

Brown v. Kendall (1850)
TATeld: Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts (U.S.A.)

[ Y (Facts):

qTel (Plaintiff) 3R UFATET (Defendant) GIFT 30--3{0H Sl b1 AR HIGG A
TS G| Hl a8 A (dog fight) |

UfIaTe Kendall § TSTS b & o Th ATST SBTS 1R G| Hll B ST B bl
PR B

T Hd JHY, T A ISP AT3] a1} Bt 3G TR 1 718, o I 7R Tie 3irs |
qTE A UaTd! TR battery (VTFG®R die Ugd) BT JHGH GRR 64T

HeT (Issue):

1 ufdard dad dic @ S AT Y Y (liable) SERTTT ST, T7 I8 &1 8T fob ST
WﬂFﬁ'(due care)a?_cﬁmmzlﬁ?

faufg (Judgment):

AT A 8T b Ufdare &1 B BT MR agraT A U (lawful and in good faith)
|

e ®Is Afad fhdl THAM ! A o o BT HAT § SR THE G (ordinary
care) TTAT §, A1 A8 797 767 AT ST |

I AT | UfaaTd] A SRR dic gl Ugdls, Sicd gucIaRl I8 g3, 39 I8 liable
SR
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fRIgid (Legal Principle):

ot safda &Y aHt SRS 8371 S Yohdl & oie S Ut fRUfa & Jra=a "raer= 98) st
B 1 U THSIGR Afad sRadTl”

(Liability arises only when there is absence of reasonable care — negligence must be proved.)

< A8 (Significance):
o TEPHY negligence law ﬁwm gl

o YU UG trespass Tl battery H Had dIc BT B ol THGR] 09 B & fold HIHT AT
SITdT YT

. 3 foia T gg Rgia fear fr —
g g1 A 1Y TEY §dT; oId I ATuRaTe} Ry 1 &Y, safey Swerd 7 217

# HRT (In short):

Brown v. Kendall (1850):

gfe H1E cfa fal 81 Y b & 1w Iy Bl Rl B 3R Frae sRaar g, o 3@y e
¥ forg a8 STRer) T8t gl

3

“Volenti non fit injuria” (4l Volente non fit injuria) — & Law of Torts d[ U WW
General Defence %I

33T 3 It oRe TAg —

\H‘lf(Meaning):

“Volenti non fit injuria” Waﬁ:{?ﬂ?ﬂma

et orf § —

“fore safet A T A WifeH WeR a1 81, 39 g8 dic & e S ®I5 SUaR 8!
gan”

I WW (Leading Case Law):
Y 1. Hall v. Brooklands Auto Racing Club (1933)
o TGl (plaintiff) T 8 4@ T 78 & SR &l R ChS HR TP DR a¥H R RS

o dTd! U §3HT, U 3faTeid A dhgl —
I WST A FRaH WIeR foar o1, sufere ganast =& firam|

@ 2. Wooldridge v. Sumner (1963)



Tort case list

. TP gSHIRI U & GRM BITRITER &1 blg - ¢ ARl |
o AT A HBT — I W I SIRGH ST YT, ST Ufdde! STRar™! 8l |

« 3(UdTq (Exceptions):
1. gfe Tgufa fo=11 11 a1 gaTd | ot 775 81 — <l I8 & (defence) ARG a1

2. aﬁcﬂﬁ?ﬂa‘ﬁwﬁ (negligence) tIT'g"‘l-I'fHT'IT (malice) RG] Ef — @l “Volenti non fit
injuria” Fﬂ"l:lgsfml

“Volenti non fit injuria” &I 3‘[‘<’-f% —

it SfeRT ST W Wkl A AT 8, 98 39 URUHT & fog goRY &1 &t 781 o871 Jeban|

“Contributory Negligence” (ﬂ_{;—m) Law of Torts T UDH W%@ﬁ % — forod anﬂ
(plaintiff) T 4t 30 THUH & 1T 3 8¢ I SR AT ]

35U gHPI G{Qf, Rygid GﬁTFIBﬁTJfW (Leading Case Law) gqgﬁ%

\H‘lf(Meaning):

Contributory Negligence &1 G{?f% —
S AT (plaintiff) = W 4 T ATORATE BT 1, Fom S9! 3o+t dite a1 g1+ & aeH fean g,
FﬁBﬁTﬁ &‘W (full compensation) a1 &I STt |

3 —
3R gHeA H gHi U&ll &1 et 8, dl e & foriaRT o g & 9id} STl & (shared

liability) |

@I dd (Essentials):

1. dIe} (Plaintiff) 5 JTAYTT @1 =t

2. 3! UG AIRATe! JHH BT BRI I |
3. Tfaardl (Defendant) @ Wt AToRaTE! Hielg 2t

WW (Leading Cases):
# 1. Butterfield v. Forrester (1809)
dA (Facts):

o TfAarc! (Forrester) 7 TS TR AT & o7 T ST (pole) THR T 3HilRIH U F
e fea|



Tort case list

o TGl (Butterfield) [T $I Aol & UI§ TR HAR 1B 31167 UT 3R 3T 98 ST 61 |
o T8 TH T 3R °rId g3l
Aol (Judgment):
o 3fGTSd A DYl — AfS 1] AT G-I =t i, ol I8 1 Febll AT
o 3T T B e |
o adl ol H3HTael T8 foam |
Rrgid (Principle):
ST e Tad ATGUTT 781 sRadl, I8 GuRl &1 AraRdTa! & o guf erfagfed T8l o1 gearl”

4 2. Davies v. Mann (1842) — “Last Opportunity Rule”
qa:

o TSI U TER (donkey) BT TSP R ST SIS faa

o Tfqardl A den I el Iars iR T &I pad |
fAofa.

o YA Bt lﬁﬂﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ,ﬁ%%%ﬁmwuast opportunity) s a8
AT SRABR GUHT A TahelT AT |

o ZYfory ufaard) o ITRem s8R T
Rrsia:
I ufdaTe & U 37% /age T THaH lei &I, dl had ale] & Jg-ariRale] 39 ad e
PR G|

B YR deH (Indian Context):

YR et A o 39 Rigid &1 sorn g1

o s —

Municipal Corporation of Greater Bombay v. Laxman lyer (2003)

— ﬁgﬂ'q CarE| DGl & gﬁc-ﬂ ﬁﬁu&hﬁnﬁeﬁﬁmzﬂwmﬁw (apportionment of
liability) forar SIT@ |

& IR (In short):

Contributory Negligence: EECIFR] WW$W WW@[W@, GIRSRIED
q3Tat geT fear ST § a1 wt-wa gard R e ST g |
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* YT B TG 9

Sr. Case Name Principle

1 Butterfield v. Forrester (1809) aﬁﬂﬁ@ﬁ @raﬁgéa‘rg ’
Tell

2 Davies v. Mann (1842) 3ifaH 3awR &1 fHuH (Last Opportunity Rule) |

3 :\;I(t;(r)\;c)ipal Corp. of Bombay v. Laxman lyer Wﬁ%—WWH@Iﬁ@IWﬁWI

Defences to Negligence (?IT'?RH'I@ CACCICE D 3IUN)

{ 1. Contributory Negligence (W—?I'N?ﬂ'l'[ﬂ)

3ref:

d d1ST (Plaintiff) 7 W 4 T4 ATORaT6! 31 81, fored 3 T4 g3 gl

3yfd, 3R T (@l SR Ufaarel) &1 T & JHIH g — i ufaard! guf &0 § SRer) Ta!
B

=T H9:
e Butterfield v. Forrester (1809) — Plaintiff himself was careless.

e Davies v. Mann (1842) — Last opportunity rule.

Plaintiff who fails to take reasonable care for his own safety cannot recover full damages.

{ 2. Volenti non fit injuria (WWE’I’&T)
3

“To a willing person, no injury is done.”

Ife; ard) A WeaT A ol @ &) iR fbar, @ w1 # a8 ufdare) W Sy T @ GebdT |
JqleUl:

. OO B H U AT R, 98 T W JS I SR Bl WibR Bl 8|

o R S X 1 ThY 3@ ST ©, 98 ff uifad Sifew SHar 8|

BT H9:



Tort case list

e Hall v. Brooklands Auto Racing Club (1933):
Spectator injured during race; no compensation because he willingly took the risk.

Rregia:
afe ATt A W1 I Ay foran &, 9 a1 § &1 &1 <191 el R wha|

{ 3. Inevitable Accident (3ffarard §"EFET-IT)
3ref:

SIS Bl gucT AU §ka R 4 A1 8T S e,
ﬁwaﬁwqﬁ@?ﬁ, a‘ra's' Inevitable Accident W%I

BT $:

e Stanley v. Powell (1891):
During shooting, bullet ricocheted and hit another — accident inevitable — no negligence.

fria:

No one is liable for a pure accident that could not have been prevented by reasonable care.

( 4. Act of God (WTHTa® ATUST/ 3t Te)

3

Tt UTepfaes geamd off faadt & frd=ror & =& g,

S — Y&y, §TG, THM 3, 3R o8 THaH g1 |
T $:

¢ Nichols v. Marsland (1876):
Heavy rain caused artificial lakes to burst — not liable; it was an Act of God.

e

No one is liable for damages arising purely from natural, uncontrollable forces.

(5. Necessity (3TaRIDHT / T fRUfeT)
e
S I3 Ao THIS I1 W4 &1 & & ford farst 3R ot Tufxy 4 SifefeR & e ugarar g
Jqle o
o SRS P foTT USIdt b1 wR FRT fgar
o i Tan & o area deT |
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feria:

Act done under necessity for greater good is not negligence.

{ 6. Statutory Authority (%snﬁa? 3P R)
3

Sd aﬁ’sc Eb"I'CfW [-1K4) fo\m (authorized by statute) %
A I BT IHUH & o IR 78] a1

=T H:

e Vaughan v. Taff Vale Railway Co. (1860):
Railway sparks caused fire — not liable because company acted under statutory authority.

fria:

Acts done under statutory authority are lawful even if they cause incidental harm.

[l Summary Table:

Defence Meaning Leading Case Principle
1. Contributor Plaintiff’s own Butterfield v.
. y i Shared fault reduces liability
Negligence carelessness Forrester
2. Volenti non fit No compensation if
. Willing acceptance of risk Hall v. Brooklands P
injuria consented
3. Inevitable Accident Accident unavoidable Stanley v. Powell ~ No negligence if unavoidable
Nichols v. No liability for natural
4. Act of God Natural forces
Marsland events
) Action to prevent greater e
5. Necessity — Justified in emergency

harm

Vaughan v. Taff No liability under lawful

6. Statutory Authority L its th t
atutory Authority Law permits the ac Vale authority

Madhav Vithal Kurwa v. Madhavdas Vallabhdas (Bombay High Court, 1978) (AIR 1979 Bom 49) —
with facts, issues, decision and significance, in Hindi (as you requested).

Case for trass pass

@ T (Facts)
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U YA “Murarji Goculdas Deoji Trust Building” Hel faTIT, it H YT At Indian

Kanoon+2CaseMine+2

T} (TXETeT) YaH o HTfere &; Tfdard! fhRieR 3, SR 18, TuH Hiofd WR|

CourtKutchehry+1

gfaret = 30+ HR (BYH 1160) 1968 & STRIUNT 3 HI- & HHTGS | UTeh H=1 R
fopa, fomm ardl ot 3‘|_:[5lﬁfa'7l Indian Kanoon+1

I = 311G AR 1968 DI U [RADHR I HR M AT 3T Y UTeh = PR o (e gl |

CourtKutchehry

T} &1 g1 o1 foh Ui “Hrarde” o foT SIgAfd FRA T 381 HABR (property right)
3Ted §3MT; I8 3 AU / GHUS” HET| NearLaw

<+ 'ﬂ% (Issues)

1.

T fHRAER D1 I YT S HFHTSS H U PR UTh B HT 3SR AT — F1g ardl
CIERCISE T

ER:ITG_S'EIT%‘T « 3T (appurtenance)” %, GﬁwWﬁﬂmﬁr (flat) ﬁ@@ffﬁ, 3R
DT AR fARRER & AREAR fd STargr?

T AT I I e (permanent injunction) A “irreparable injury / loss” 3{T YT?

fafa (Holding)

§93 818 dic - ugal ot o ferigR & ugr o fHvfa fear. wiic &1 fve & afer ot
“JOIEAT” T 7T, TUT fFARIIER 1 39 AT BT TR B BT ISR AT — Tl
UTfeh T & fopeft ot \?riﬁﬁ‘iﬂ:[fffl CaseMine+2Indian Kanoon+2

Wﬁﬁﬁ; Bombay Rents, Hotel and Lodging House Rates Control Act, 1947 (‘Bombay
Rent Act’) BT YT 5(8)(b) Td URT 24(1) T 3faild 311d 8, Forast “formmgag &1 afvumar &
STARITT Ha &1 T 3R I IS o1 Te (T “Hrrds”) ot o el 1 Indian

Kanoon+1

aTd) 3 T TR a1 i 3% B1g i g1+ 1€t g3 ot Faw wifdh1 &1 A farg |

NearLaw

SIETEd A g T % Ui “Hrrds” B At fam a1en & g8 g1, ok forviieR R 999
Y BT 8, O I SR &1 YR 8] a1 | CaseMine

URUMHG: dT1d! &1 suit (HhaHI) WW&&T@I CourtKutchehry

Iy HE (Significance)
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https://indiankanoon.org/doc/365574/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/365574/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.courtkutchehry.com/judgements/795436/madhav-vithal-kudwa-vs-madhavdas-vallabhdas-and-another/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/365574/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.courtkutchehry.com/judgements/795436/madhav-vithal-kudwa-vs-madhavdas-vallabhdas-and-another/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://nearlaw.com/PDF/MumbaiHC/1978/1978%20ALLMR%20ONLINE%20254.html?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.casemine.com/judgement/in/5608f99de4b0149711145570?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/365574/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/365574/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://nearlaw.com/PDF/MumbaiHC/1978/1978%20ALLMR%20ONLINE%20254.html?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.casemine.com/judgement/in/5608f99de4b0149711145570?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.courtkutchehry.com/judgements/795436/madhav-vithal-kudwa-vs-madhavdas-vallabhdas-and-another/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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I8 HY feRigR-ATI® Hael § “Ugr—I® A4l / appurtenance” o TaTd B1 T HRdl
% — ﬁ?mmmﬁﬂmﬁﬁ “THE IUANT Bt \’rlﬂtlﬁf PER (compound, parking)
RIIEREEER

Tg g wvar & fo el foider Uit gfaer auf @ STt aR @1 &), 3R 399 fft ot
SGAYT =1 Bl < HIferep Bl fsep ¢ ¥ Ugal foRIiER & SMUBR HT Jedidh BT g1 |

1Y € I8 FdTaT 8 b Ryh «sromfaa Siftier &t a1d gl e 1t fire Jedt —
3M1ffes 37T S1=T SYRUM (irreparable) AT &1 g1 4} TS B |

_Eﬂ?l'iﬁ? Wﬁ?ﬂﬂﬁ?sﬂﬁﬁqaﬁaﬁﬁ Moraji Goculdas Deoji Trust v. Madhav Vithal
Kudwa (1982) GRT uf¥amia fasan an g (fob &= uifdh gfaen o) waa: iR et A
ST 918Y) — g9feit g8 g uRfRUfa & Y TR 8T 11 caseMine+1

Campbell v. Paddington Corporation (1911) 1 KB 869, and it’s a landmark English case in the Law of
Torts, particularly dealing with public nuisance and private injury arising from it.

Here’s the full explanation

m Case Name:

Campbell v. Paddington Corporation (1911) 1 KB 869

Facts:

The plaintiff, Mrs. Campbell, lived in a house facing a public street in London.

The Paddington Corporation (local authority) built a stand on the street so that people could
watch the coronation procession of King Edward VII.

The stand was public property, and many people used it.

Because of this stand, Mrs. Campbell’s view from her windows — which she intended to rent
out for a fee to spectators — was completely blocked.

She claimed that this act amounted to a nuisance and caused her special damage, though
the act itself affected the public road.

Issue:

Whether Mrs. Campbell could claim damages for public nuisance, when the act (construction of
stand) affected the public at large but caused special loss to her individually.

&3 Judgment (Held):

The court held in favour of Mrs. Campbell.

The construction of the stand was a public nuisance, as it obstructed the public highway.

11


https://www.casemine.com/judgement/in/56b48e84607dba348fff5d56?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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e However, Mrs. Campbell suffered a “particular and direct loss” (loss of view and profit)
beyond what the general public suffered.

e Therefore, she was entitled to sue and recover damages.

b Legal Principle (Ratio Decidendi):

A person can bring an action for public nuisance if they can prove special damage — i.e., damage
beyond what is suffered by the general public.

Importance:

e Establishes that public nuisance generally cannot be sued upon by an individual unless
special damage is proved.

e It’s often taught alongside Benjamin v. Storr (1874) and Rose v. Miles (1815) in law of torts.

IN In Hindi (Summary):

HTHTIT: Campbell v. Paddington Corporation (1911)

o TREATEA IS R UG 09 AT TSR 3HTH ST D! ST & oy T =4 i o |

o  TUY Campbell THS Higdl & W &I RISH! I T §¢ B 7T 3R I TP e
gar|
Aol Wﬁmﬁiﬂg”public nuisance” Y, GﬁT?Iﬁ'T Campbell ﬁﬁﬂﬂ%ﬁ@g?ﬁ
(special damage), %WWWW%I
Rrgia:
qﬁﬁgﬂmm(public nuisance)wmﬁmmmgﬁﬁwa a‘ra-s'
e G3MTasl U B Tl & |

Leading Cases: for Vicarious Liability — Law of Torts master servant
relation.

1. State of Rajasthan v. Vidyawati (1962):
Government was held liable when its driver negligently caused death while driving a
government jeep.

2. Limpus v. London General Omnibus Co. (1862):
Bus driver, despite company’s order not to race, negligently caused accident while racing
another bus.
- Company held liable because the act was done during employment.

3 Century Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Northern Ireland Transport Board (1942):
Driver caused explosion while smoking during fuel delivery.

12
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case Dr. Ram Raj Singh v. Babulal (1982), which is an important judgment under Law of Torts —
Private Nuisance *

Case Name: for public nuisance.

Dr. Ram Raj Singh v. Babulal, AIR 1982 All 285 (Allahabad High Court)

¢ Facts:

e The defendant (Babulal) ran a brick-grinding machine close to the house and clinic of the
plaintiff, Dr. Ram Raj Singh, who was a medical practitioner.

e The machine generated continuous dust and vibration, spreading inside the plaintiff’'s home
and clinic.

e This caused discomfort, health hazards, and loss of patients, as people avoided visiting the
clinic due to the dusty atmosphere.

e Dr. Singh filed a suit claiming that the activity amounted to private nuisance.

¢ |ssue:

Whether the operation of the brick-grinding machine, causing dust and vibration, amounted to
private nuisance interfering with the plaintiff’s use and enjoyment of his property.

¢ Judgment (Held):
e The Allahabad High Court held in favour of Dr. Ram Raj Singh.

e The defendant’s activity caused substantial and unreasonable interference with the
plaintiff’s property and comfort.

e It was therefore a private nuisance, and the plaintiff was entitled to injunction restraining
the defendant from operating the machine at that location.

¢ Principle (Ratio Decidendi):

If a person’s lawful activity on his own land causes material discomfort, health risk, or
inconvenience to another by dust, smoke, smell, or vibration, it amounts to private
nuisance, even if the act is otherwise lawful.

¢ In Hindi:

HTHAT: & 74 o 96 1305 FIqeiet (1982 HTETaIa 1351c)
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qy:
gfaard! = 30 TR & U S YR &1 T=AF T o STaR Y 3R $UH 3T AT SR
Tt (&7, I I Rig) & IR g fFafe # 4ot T St off | 399 1w o1 s o e

favfa.
w%{W%q—ém WW{Private Nuisance)%ﬂ%@ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ%
IUANT 3R SR H S T S 55 |
3reTad = AR & Tama IR fAYYTRT (injunction) STRT &t |

ﬁl?x'iﬁ:
afe; foredt safaa ot nfafafy geRi o srgfaem a1 g1 ugardt €, @ T ol Juga § 3R 39 AT
EIRIC I

¢ Significance:
¢ Landmark Indian case on environmental nuisance and neighbour rights.
e Reinforces that lawful business must not cause unreasonable inconvenience to neighbours.

e Often cited in LLB exams under Private Nuisance and Environmental Law topics.

Important case for contributary negligence.
¢ 5. Important Case Laws
(a) Butterfield v. Forrester (1809)
o Defendant obstructed the road with a pole.
e Plaintiff, riding fast and carelessly, hit the pole and was injured.

e Held: Plaintiff could have avoided the accident with reasonable care - No damages.
-> Doctrine of contributory negligence applied.

(b) Davies v. Mann (1842)
e Plaintiff left his donkey tied on a narrow road.
e Defendant, driving fast, ran over it.

e Held: Although plaintiff was negligent, defendant had the last opportunity to avoid the
accident.
-> Introduced the “Last Opportunity Rule.”

(c) Municipal Corporation of Greater Bombay v. Laxman lyer (2003)

e Aboy fell into an uncovered drain.

14
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e The court held that even if the boy was careless, the Corporation was mainly responsible for
not covering the drain.
-> Damages apportioned — partial contributory negligence.

(d) Rural Transport Service v. Bezlum Bibi (1980)
e Passengers were travelling on the roof of a bus.
e Due to negligence of both driver and passengers, accident occurred.

e Court applied contributory negligence — both at fault.
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