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The sarne power has worked admirably in
ga-otte robberies.

4. A more liberal scale of expenses allowable
in conviction at quarter sessions and assize.

It is our earnest and sincere hope that the
grave and paramount subject so imperfectly
touched on in this little paper may meet with
the consideration of those most learned in the
Iaw. A crying evil exists-one attacked by
the press continually-and until officiai, action
is taken in the matter it wili npt be remedied.
As the rernedy irnplies safety and sec-irit>' for
ail, and more especially for women, the sooner
and more effectually it is applied, the sooner
will such police reports as nov disgrace our
country, cease to appear.

WILLIAM READE, jufl.

SIMPLE CONTRACTS & APPAIRS
0F EVERY DAY LIPE.

NOTES 0F NEW DECISIONS AND LEADING
CASES.

MASTER AND SERVANT-RAILWAT COMPANY,
LIABILITY oF.-4ction for assauît and false im-
primionment.

The plaintiff had taken a horse b>' the defend-
antm' railway to an agricultural show a% Salis-
bury'. By the arrangements advertised by the
defendants, the plaintiff vas entitlod to take the
borse back free of charge on producing a certifi-
cate that ho vas unsold. After the show the
plaintiff produoed the proper certificate, and the
horse vas accordingl>' put mbt a box without
any payment or booking. and the plaintiff having
taken a third-class ticket for himself travelled
by the same train. On bis arrivai. at his destin-
ation, Romsey station, lie gave up bis t!cket and
the certificate, and was tahing the hors. away
along the road 'when the station-master sent
after him and demanded 6s. 10d. for the carniage
of the horse, and on the plaintifi' explaining the
cirouma tances and rofusing to psy, hoe vas do-
tained and taken baek to the station b>' two
policemen acting under the orders of the station-
master. After lie had been detained haif-an-hour,
the station-master telegraphed to Salisbury, and,
on receipt of a telegram "lAi riglit," the plaintiff
vas allowed to proeeed.

The jury roturned a verdict for £10; lenve
being reserved te move to enter tbe verdict- for
the defendants, on the ground that the station-
master had no authorit>' from the defendants tb
take the plaintiff into Custody.

The Court (Blackburn, Mellor, and Shoe, JJ.)
made the rulo absolute. A railva>' eompany
has power, under 8 Viet. c. 20, se. 103, 104, to
apprehend a person travelling on the lino witbout
having paid bis ftre, but bas power onl>' to
detain the goods themselvos for non-paymont of

the carniage (s. 97) ; consequently, as the de-
fendants themselves could not bave apprebended
the plaintiff (assuming bim to have wrongfolly
taken tbe herse by the train vithout paying),
thero could be no authoit>' implied fa-om theni,
te the station-master to arreat the plaintiff on
that assumption, and tho>' could not be made
hiable for bis acts ; and the Court distinguished
Goif v. Great Norlkern Railwny Cornpany, 80
L. J. Q. B. 148 ; 3 E. & E. 672, and other cases
on this ground.-Poulion Y. London and South&
Wesernm Railway Compan>', W. N. (1867) 210.

WARRANTY ON TRIC SALE OF A CHATTEL-.RIORT
or Rzmov..L-Tb. plaintiff purcbased a houler
of the defendant under the following circum-
stances :-Tbe boiler, vhich wss embedded in
brickvork, and vas so large that il could not bo
got out of the building entiro, witbout taking
down part Of the waîl and injuring the promjises'
but vhich miglit ho removed by taking it to
pieces, had ben seized and sold under a distresi
for poor-rate. The defendant bad purchased it
at the sale for £ 19, and afterwards sold it to the
plaintiff for £29. The plaintiff was awaro of
the circumstances under vhich the defendant had
bouglit the boiler, and after ho had purcbssed it
sav the houler, and also had an interview vith
the auctioneer, vho sold il to the defendant,
and, having paid for the boiler, vas allowed b>'
him fourteen days' time for its removal. Tho
tenant of the promises, hovever, refused to
allow the plaintiff to take the boiler away.

The question vas vhether there vas auy evi-
dence which ouglit te have been submitted to the
jury of a warrant>' or engagement by the d(-fen-
dant that h. bad a good lidoe to the boiler, and
that ne would deliver il te the plaintiff, or that
tbe latter should ho permaitted to removo it.

The judges vho heard the argument verO
divided in opinion :

BOVILL, C.J., and MONTAGUE Sxîvsi, J1., hold-
ing that, inasmuch as both parties vire avare
of the circumnatances under vhich. the boiler had
been sold, rio warrant>' of titIs could be inferred.

WILKY.5, J., holding thal the defendant ira-
pliedly warranted that lie had a riglit to sello
and that the buyer should bave a righî to romove
the hoiler.-BaquleY and another v. Ilawtey, W.
N. (1867) 222.

PARTNEICtHP-LIABLITY op ESTATE 07 A Dm8-
ORI5E PARTNER FR.)m FRAUDULENT ACT OF
ANOTHER PARTNER.-Where W., a parîner i
the firm of C. & Co., solicitors, in negoîiatirrga
mortgage falsified the abstract of title delivered
to the mortgagees for the purpose of concealing
prier incumbrances, and suhslitutod in the
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