of tea carrymg business. There was'dafngge to Mogul Steamshlp Co. The Court held that there was no
i unauthonzed interference with m%plaxplaff’s lawfuyl rights.
i 5 _ '14 L :
5 Remotenesa of Damages (novus actus mterveni‘gns) I

! Person is liable for consequences, not too remote from his conduct. No person is liable ad infinitum for all
. consequencéi, W hn:h follow from his wrongful act. The Courts have provided tests to ascertain novus actus

\ :r;tervgn -

b (18t 'I'Q_gt .75 The, test of Liability of the defendant is only for those consequences, which
il :easonable{""r'gsight (G,-mﬂmd could have been foreseen by a reasonable man placed in the
VChﬁp i circumstances of the wrongdoer.

‘ In the case of Re Polemis & Furness, Withy & Co. Lid test of
reasonable foresight was rejected. A person is liable for all the
direct consequences of his wrongful act.

.. However in Wagon Mound case, the any Council reversed
the depsmn of Re Polemis case. The Polemis rule was reversed by
ting “direct” to “reasonable foreseeable consequpncm

_5’Blackbum held that “We thmk that the rule of law is, that the
1 his lands and keeps anythmg, likely to do mischief if it escapes,
‘go 50, 1s s prima faae answerable for all the damages which is the

"Es nm%sma , ablhty
* ;1. /Dangerous thing must be pt by a-person
[ 2. Dangerous thing must ggcape |
" -
- must be’ nlon-natural uie_ of {and&

..lm@ § ‘Jlﬂqﬁ IO i
Excephons lio the mlepryIand’s V. Fletcher- - ;A

il 5%}@%;% of Gody i bl

F%t) Fyt'l?«}lthoru-x)‘i'irig 4 .
s.lj’ p;alqnéf,ff R, dei}wlkm e S rﬂ' 4

R ki i il
(it (S ] !I’l
g Theabove rule was mochf;ed m the cajse ofM C. Mehm V. Umon of India where Chief Jusm.e Bhagwati laid

down the rule of ‘absolute Inabillty' When an enterprwe is engaged in a hazardous or inherently dangerous
activity’ and harm resulting to anyone on ‘account of an accident in the operation of such hazardous or
inherently dangerous activity resulting for example, in the escape of toxic gas, the enterprise is strictly
and absolutely liable to compensate all those who are affected by the accident and exceptions under the
rule in Rylands v. Fletcher are not applicable.

The above decision of the Court was followed in the case of Indian Council for Enviro-Legal sction v. Union
of India by invoking the doctrine of “Polluter Pays” and in the case of Union Carbide Corporation v. Union of
India. .

| *Sh. Raj Singh Niranjan is an au thor & Law officer. He can be reached at raj.singh.niranjan@gmail.com
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