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Digrsr or Excrisa Law Rrronts,

also on the ground that there was a contrast
to use due care for the plaintiff''s safety during
the journey from M. to L.—~Jokn v, Bacon,
L R. 56 C P. 437,

S. The plaiutif was a passenger to D. on
the defendants’ roilway, and was in the last
carringe. The train stopped at D. late at
night, with the body of the train alungside the
platfurm, but the last earringe was opposita to
aud nbuut four foet from a receding part of the
platfors, where passengers could not alight;
the platform wag long enough for the whole
train to be drawn up alongsido of it. The
plaintiff stepped out, expeoting to step on the
platform, but fell ou the rails and was injured,
Held, by Bovill, C. J., and Brett, J., that there
wus evidenoe for the jury that the Injury arose
from the negligence of the defendunts; held,
by Montague Swmith and Keating, JJ., that
there was no evidence of negligence on the
part of the defendants, and that the plaintiff
contributed to the acoident by her own negli-
gence.—Cockle v, London and South Eastern
Railway Co,, L. R. § C. P. 457.

4, A train of the defendants’ drew upsats
atation so that the last oarriage, in which B,
was & pasgenger, was in » tunnel which termi-
unter at the station, and not at the platform.
The name of the station was culied out by e
poiter, and B, immediately get out, though it
was dark, und fell on the rails, fleld, that
there wns no evidence of negligince on the
part of the defendants. ~ Bridges v. North
Ziondon Rueilway Co., Lo R. b C P, 495, n, (5).

6. A train un the defendants’ railway drew
up at & station so that the enrrings in which
the plainiff was & passenger was opposite to
the plat{orm at & part where it ourved back,
leaving on interval of two feet between the
carriage and the pletform. The name of the
station had been called, and the plaintiff
stepped out and fell between the carriage and
the platform, Jleld, that the conduct of the
plaintif amounted to contributory uegligance,
aund that n pon-suit should be entered. —
Praye: = Bristol and Ezeler Railway Co., LR,
5§C P 10,0 (1)

6. A train of the defendants’, in which the
plaintiff was riding, uvershot the platform, so
that the carrisgo in which he was sitting was
opposite to the parapet of a bridge bayond the
piatform, the top of whbich in the dusk Jooked
Ilke the platfurm; the porter ealled out the
nsme of the station, and the plaintiff, having
got out upoa the parapet in the belief that it
wae the platform, fell over and was injured.
4isid, that thers way evidence of an invitation

to alight at & daogerous place, and evidence
of negligence of the engine-driver, in not
stopping nt the platform.— Whittaker v Mun-
chester and Sheffield Kailway Co , L. R. 6C. P,
464, 0. (3). .
7. The defendant was one of several gentle.
men {nterested in steeple-chases, and was
uppointed to onuse o stand to bo ereoted for
the purpose of viewing the rnces; he employed
& cumpetent person to erect it, nud stationed a
* man at the door to admit any one upon pay-
ment of §s.  Tho plaintiff paid bs, nnd weng
upon the stand ; it was improperly constructed
aud insuflicient for the purpove, uud for that
reason gave way and fell while the plaintiff
was there, whereby be was injured. [leld,
that there wus an implied contract between the
plaintiff and defendant that the stand was
reagonably fi for the purpose for which it was
to be used, and that the defendnnt wns lable
for the conseqnences of its not being so fit.
(Exch. Ch.)—Franeis v. Cockrell, L. R, 5 Q. B.
801; 8 0. L.R.6GQ.BB. 184; 4 Am, Law Rev. 717,

See CoLLIsIoN.

Ni- or1anie INsTRUMENT. —See Binta axn Notrks
Noricx.~See Prionriry.
ParmirioxN.

Upon & suit for partition, where the piain-
tiffs had not been in possession for many yeurs,
the court refused (s decide the legal titly to
the iand, aud orderad the bill to be retaiued
for a year, with iiberty to the pluintiffs to
bring an action.—Giffurd v. Williums, L. R, b
Ch. 546; 8. ¢. L. R, 8 Eq. 491; 4 Aon. Law
Rep. 478,

Panryere 1.

Partnership articles betweon he plaintiffs
and dofendant provided that they should be
allowed iuterest at five per cent. upon the
amount of capital contributed by them respes-
tively, and that, upon the determination of the
partnership, the value of the piaintiff's share
should be ascertained by two persous, one to
bs chosen by ench partner, and the defendant
should purchase it at that valuation, JIHeld,
that, salthough the valuation could not be
meado in the manner provided, because there
was no umpire, the court would make the
valuation and oarry out the agreemesut; slso
that the undivided profits should not be treated
as capital in cvmputing interest on the capital.
—Dinkam v. Bradford, L. R. 8 Ch. 519,

See ArvomrNry; Bangnupioy, {.
PABSENGER. ~8es NEGLIGENCE, 26,
PAYNENT.~Soe PRINCIPAL AND AGENT.
PrEa.~Ses B1rus axp Nores; Consinprarlox,
Prepar,~-Jes Arromny,




