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defendaut's Office to ho tranemitted to, ledge of the plaintiff (the plaintify ittExmouth, directing the master to proceed be rememhered, wau the recezver ffto Hlull. lu transmitting the message message), and, if it had been, COUI
"Southampton" was, by mistake, suh- have exempted the defendanta fro1lofitituted for "Hudi," ini consequence cf. bility for actual negligence..
'which the 'vessel went to the former place, the company, tije defendants,and the plaintiff sustained lose in the sale against, when they do .insure, is UclotIof lier -cargo. The blank on which the negligence of their officers, bu t these'message was written Contained a previ- lays and inistake in. the transflhiýi0
sion that Ilthe company 'wil not ho re- which are unaveidable."fiponsible for maistakes in the transmission Seiler8 v. WVeitern Union Tele9rllJof uurepeated messages, froin whatever CJompany, a brief note cf which ws 9 gis1cause they may arise." The plaintiff 's in 3 Amn. Law iRev. 777, is si #message was not repeated. The court facts, to the hbove case. The pl&i»t'held the regulation reasonable. .The sent by telegrapli an offer of 55ô cent' Pa
declaration was on the contract to send hushel for sait delivered "at 0 5the message as delivered, and the ques- wharf.? When received at the ofc
tion of how far sucli a regulation weuld destination it read Ilat rour city ell
relieve the company froin its own negli- and the operator, sîuppoàing reur tO.1legence was not presented. your, changed the despatch accordîI091Camp v. llhe Western Union Tele- The plaintiff lost in consequenc, atograph Company, 1 Metc. (Ky.) 164 brought an action. The iDistrieLc%(1858), was 1ikewisé an action on the cf New Orleans held the companY 1 gcontract, and it wvas therein held that a for the error, notwithstanding thef~regulation requiring a Message, to be re- was wvritten on a blank containin' piepeated was reasonable, and if *brouglit vision against Iiability except for '0home te tho knowledge of the sender peated message. Lu both thesewould preclude lin frein recoveringT %hould ho observed that thedamages occasiened by a mistake. occurred througli urîauthorizedclu N. York and Washington Teleçjraph made in the messages by defe" l4oComnpany v. Dryburgh, 35 Penin. St. 298 eperators, and that, at least in DrY lie,(1860), the action was on the case, and case,' the mistake would net have
the court was called upo'n te decide hio% obviated by repeating. rfar the ordinary notice as5 te rGpeating Lu Birney v. The New Yorkcf7~Jmessages relieved the cerapany froîn lia- ington Telegraph Company, 18 M'l'y~bility for their owý egiene There a 341 <1862), plaintiff delivered to eoperson wrote a message eu a blank cen- ant, at Baltirnere, a message te o Jtaining such notice, requesting plaintiff, N~ew Yerkc, directiug plaintiff's aa florist, 4o send hi1rn Iltwo b aud hoquets." seil certain stocks. Through theThe trau8mitting eperater, ini mistaking gence cf the eperator at BaltiXio'"haut" 'for Ilhund," changed the mes- message was neyer sent ner atteiPPý;,sage se as te read "twe hundred hoquets," ho sent. There was a notice PeC~iand it was sent te the plaintiff. The spicueusly in the defendants' On'0jury feund for the plaintiff, and the jndg- the cempauy would "inet ho 11ablOment on the verdict was affirmed hy the auy loss or damnage, that miglit 811District Couart in banc-Sharsweod, P. J., reason cf any delay or mistake Odelivering the QPineunand by the Su- transmission or delivery, orfr'prerne Court. The, mistake did net occur delivery, cf unrepeated rfisge. rfrolu the "linfirmities cf telegraphing," message in question was nttbut from the carelessness cf defendanta' peated. The court held that the te'#agent. the notice did net ocrer theSharsweod, P. J., in his opinion said: the cempany had centracted tO e1"As te the private notice cf the defend- message upon its transit, and" lants, that they only insured the correct inade ne effort to do this w88s~transmission cf messages where they are the damiages occasioned. Thi~~repeated hack and paid fer as sudh, we do cevered the entire case, but the0

4 0 ,.jnet think it applies here, fer many rea- on te lay it down hroadly tb»t 0 7Bons. It was net .hrought to the know- ploying a telegraph company t1e


