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the ss.dgnnent.-Jffrycs v. Th. Agra and Mas-
ternian'8 Bank (Limited), 14 W. R. 889.

RA1LWAY COMPANY - COMMUTATIONq TiOKET.
-Where a railroad coxnpany bas issued a comn-
mutation ticket, by which the purchaiser is enti-
iîrd to ride for less than the usual legal l'are,
andi the ticket contains a contract that the com-
muter shall show it ta the conductor when re-
quested, the company ie entitled ta enforce sncb
contract strictly, and the lois of the ticket will
deprive the communter of his right to a free pas-
Qnge on the cars.-Ripley Y. Newo Jersey Railroad
,Company, 5 Amn. Law. Reg. 687.

MÊA5URE 0F DAMAGES IN ACTION rop. NEGLI-
dGENCE IN NOT PRESENTING A NOTE FOR PATMENT
AT ITS MATURIT.-In an action sgainst bankers
to recover darnages for oinitting to present a note
-for payment at rnaturity, aud ta charge the in-
dorser, the judge leit it ta the jury ta find sa
ranch damages as they would consider snch a
,caim ta be worth against Ilauch a man as the
indorser was shown ta be." IIeld erroneous ;
aud that the charge should have reference ta the
,pecuniary mneana af the indorser: Bridge v. Mason,
-45 Barb.

fJeld, aiea, that the amount of the nlote yas
primd facie the rule of damages. But that the
defendants cauld show, in mitigation af damages,
that the indarser was inaolvent, or not worth
property enough ta pay the debt ; and that if
this was ehown, the defendants were entitled ta
a verdict: Id.

In snch an action the plaintiffs are entitled ta
-recover sncb damages ouly as they have sus-
tained, baving reference ta the amaunt of pro-
perty which it shall appear from the evidence
that the indoreer was posseesed of as owner : Id.
_5 Arn. Law' Reg. 565.

DAmÂGES FOR I14JURY TO CATTLE IN TRANs-
poRTINGo.-Ifl an action against a carrier ta re-
caver damages for injuries sustained by a lot of
cattie received for transportation, throngh the
negligence of the carrier or its employece, the
mIle of damages is the difference ini valne between
the cattie when placed in tbe carrier's charge
and their condition when delivered : Black v. The
Camden and Amboy Railroad and Trýani. CJo., 46
Bsrb.-ô Arn. Law' Reg. 666.

CONTRIEUTORT NIGUGEOU oir PLAINTIT.-
One who je injured by fallhng tbrough a trap-
door ini a portion of a faotory wbich is flot open
ta tbe public, bnt je inteaded exclusive)7 for
workmen, and where the owner had held out Do
nvitation or alluremnint, expresi or ioeplied, for

bim ta enter, cannot recover damages therefor
against the owner of the factory: Zoebisch v.
Tarbell and another, 10 Allen -5 Arn. Law Reg.
572.

DUTT T0 X31EP A PRIVATR WAY IN SAPEC CON-

DITION.-If there are two entrances ta a store,
and there is a trap-daor betweeu one ai them andi
the stairs leading ta the upper staries, which are
verbally leased ta a tenant with permission ta use
sncb entrance, the owners, who occnpy the lower
stories, are bound ta use the trap-door with
reference ta the safety of those who have a right
ta pass there; and if they neglect ta exercise
suitable and reasanable precautions ta guard
againet accident while the trap-door is open. they
May be held hiable in damages ta a persan having
lawful occasion ta pass to the upper roorne, Who,

while in the use of due care, falis througlh the
trap-door sud enstains injnry by reason ai their
neghigence : ElliolitY. Froy et ai., 11) Allen.

If the owners af a store, which is sitnated upon
a public street, have let the upper atonies thereof
ta a tenant, andi an entrance, directly in front ai
the stairs which leads ta the npper atonies, is 50

conatructeti and je so Labituahly kept open as ta
indicate that it is a proper entrance for those Who
have occasion ta ascend the stairii, and there is
a trap-door between it andi the atairs, which is
carelessly leit open by them, they rnay be helti
hiable in damages ta one Who, while in the use
oi due cane, sud having lawful occasion ta ascenti
the stairs, is thereby iuduced ta pais througb
that entrance, andi falle through the trap-door
sud anatains injnry by reason of their neglii-
gence : Id-5 Arn. Law' Reg. 572.

PASeENosi ILEAVINU A TRAIN IRPROPZRLLY.-

If a raiîroati train is stopped, at night merely for
the pnrpose di allowing a train which is expected
irorn the opposite direction ta pase by, and no
notice je given by the servante af the company
ta passengere that tbey may heave the cars, one
who leaves the cars and walks inta an open cat-
the-gnard aud receives a personal injnry cannat
maintain an action againet the company ta re-
caver darnages therefar; and it le immaterial
that he was Misinforrned by same persan not in
the employment ai the company that he muet go
andi îee ta having bis baggage passeti at a cus-
tom-hanse supposeti ta bave been reached by the
train, or that, the train was near a paseenger
station, which wae not the place ai his destina-
tion : Prout v. Grand Trunk Jiailroad Company,
10 Allen.-6 Arn. Law' Reg. 573.

FAILURE TO DERLIVER GaaDs.-Ii goode are
sent by a carrier, andi neither the bill ai lading
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