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RAILWAY UN-PUNCTUALITY.-D0Gr, nK COURT.

a verdict against one in a civil suit when
hie antagonist belorigs to a higher clase I
In addition to the case of' the poor widow
with a town and country house, Baron
iDeasy mentioned three similar cases
which were called before him, but very
soon after the jury was sworn the land-
lords compromised with their tenants
rather than go on; and lie added that lie
thouglit it not improbable that this was
on account of the appearance of the jury.
Lt is flot surprising that, after hearing this
testimony, the Select Committee should
have arrived at the conelusion that the
qualification of Ilrish jurors was too low,
.and that the system required amendmnent.
Lt is possible tliet some of the alterations
proposed may have, a good effect; but in
the meantime a vast amount of mischief
lias been done, and it is to be feared that
any attempt thoroughly to reform the
ýeystem.- will be keenly resisted-Ak<tirday
Bevieiv.

RÂILWA Y UNPUNCTUALITY.
At the Manchester County Court (MNr.

J. A. Russell, Q.C., judge) an action was
brouglit by Mr. Becker, teaclier of music,
to recover a sum. of s. from. the London
and iNorthwestern iRailway Comnpany.
Tlie plaintiff, on Friday in Whitsun-week
l11t, left Victoria Station by one of the
defendants' trains for Goîburn, near War-
rington. The train was timed to arrive
at Newton Bridge at five minutes te
twelve, allowing the plaintiff tw'enty-seven
minutes to catch the train whicli left that
place for Goîburu. The train, however,
did not arrive at Newton Bridge until
twenty-five minutes past twelve o'clock,
and the plaintiff, in consequence, was
unable to catch hie train. The next train
leavig for Goîburn was not until twenty-
five minutes past two o'clock, and as this
was too late to enable the plaintiff to keep
an engagement, he took a cab to Goîburu.
For this lie liad te~ pay 5e., whici lie now
aought to recover. Mr. Kersley, who
appeared for the railway company, put in
their regulations, by which they stated
that they did not undertake thet trains
should start and arrive ;at the specified
times in the time-tables. Ris Ilonour
ruled that these regulations only referred
to, ordinary ri8ks, and did noV apply to
the case in questimn Special notica i

ouglit to have been given that on tliat
particular day, passengers munst use the
train at their ,-wn risk. Passengers had
a riglit to presume tliat special care wonld
be taken to convey them during that week
as at other periods. Rie desired it te be
known that railway companies liad no
riglit to voluntarily overload their ordi-
nary trains, and if tliey did the public
had, their rernedy. A verdict was then
entered for the plaintiff for the amount
claimed, with costs.-Laiw Journal.

DOGS IN COURT.
The dog has often been called the friend

of man, but ho miglit more justly be
tcrmed the friend of the lawyers. There
lias really been an extraordinary amount
of litigation about the dog. Soine few
years ago tlie head-note to the report of
a dog-biting case in a legal eontemporary
formed the subject of inirtli tlirougliout
the Temple and Westminster Hall. We
will not trouble our readers with a
réchtauffé of ,Smith v. Thte Great .Eastern
Bailway Company, because we do not
wish to, enter upon an inqniry as to the
gender of tlie plaintiff, the dogy, or the cat
in that case, or who it was tbat was wait-
ingr for tlie train, or wvlether tlie porter
kicked the plaintiff; the dog, or the cat
out of the signal box. Before and sine
Our contemporary thus immortalized him-
self, thejudges in Westminster Hall have
been worried and botliered as to the
8cienter in actions brouglit to recover
damnages for canine assaults In Stokes v.
Pie Cardiff Steain Navigcdion Compyany,
33 Law J. Rep. N. S. -9 Q. B. 310, the
dog hiad previously bitten a person in
the presence of some of the servants of
the company ; but, as none of t'Aose
persons liad the control or care eof the dog
or of the premises in whicli tlie dog was,
or of the deféndants' premises, the court
held that there was no evideuce that the
defendants knew of thie character and
disposition of the dog. In Gladmnan v.
Jolinsione, 36 Law J. hPep. N. S. C. 1).
150, it was proved that the wife of the
defendant occasionally assisted Lu lier
husband's business; that the business
was carried on upen the promises
wliere the dog was kept; and that a
formai complaint as to the xnischievous
character of the dog had been muade to the
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