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scrvanrtsq iii the second train, they being unable
to show tickets. Ifeld, that the defendants,
limving- voiîtracted witlî the plaintif)', and deli-
vered to liiuî the tickets, coîîld not justify their
refugaîl urufler the bylw-1nîg~v. Great
N. IYarilieay! Co., Lawv Rep. 1 Q. B. 7.

2. A by.law of a railway cotinîîaîîy- tOint no
Irersoîl sînîli enter a carrnage wvit bout bu ving,
I)ai<l his fître, and obtained a ticket, whicii lie
is to show flflo (ili ver upiori (Ieinald ; and thit
any one, flot so showing or produzing bis
ticket, shial pay the fare from the place wvhence
the train originehly started, or forfeit flot ex-
ceeding forty shillings, doea not apply to a pas-
senger who lias flot paid for and obtainctî à
ticket, if he bias no intention to defraud the
comipary; and, if it di(l apply, it would bc void
urider 8 Vie. c. 20, §§ 1103, lt)9.-Dea)drn v.
Touvisend, Law Hep. 1 Q. B3. 10.

3. Thie defendants, a ritilway company, car-
rie(I on tie business of common carriers off
thcir line. Thîey cliarged an equal rate for car-
naige on theirlitie betweentheliir terîn)ini. They
also colcted et one terminus, enrried on thecir
line, aird delivered et a place distinct fromi, and
at soîne distance beyond, tlîeir other terininus;
and for this they charged an equal tlirouglh rate.
Ileld, thint the carniage beyond the second ter-
minus wvas not euxiliary to thîcir business as
railway carriers, and( that the plaintiffs could
not (lddct the cost of thîls carniage, and of
collectioni nt the flrst termuinus, fronu the tlirough
rate, and have thîcir goods carrie(l bctween the
terîniini for the difference.-)axendale v. London,
&. S. W1 RLadwaýi1 Co., Lawv Rep. 1 Ex. 137.

4. If e railway company is forbidden by
statrîte to chiarge different rates to differett
pensons, and is iii the habit of chîenging on any
consi<rnment of goods mnade to one î>eîson,
thioîîghr eonsistir.g of distinict paicels. a tonnage
weigl.t on tlîe aggregete weighit of tire whole,
thie feet tduit, of goods so consigried to one per.
son, and distinctly addressed to him, sonne arti-
cles lied also wvitten conspicuously uiponi themi
the mames of tlîe persons to whonî the consignee
intcnded to deliver them, does not entitle tlîe
railwny to charge sepanatchy for thiose on wliich
such naines were different.-Baxerdilc v. Lon-
don &r S. W .altay Co., Law Rep). 1 Ex. 137.

15. 'flic plauutiff havîng obtainied a -verdict
againist the defendants for h mojtcirc

to and paid by hini for the carniage of goods
more thian wvas chîerged to otliers, but the de-
fenidnnts continuing to malke the same charges,
and receive the same sums as before, the plein.
tiff brougbit a new writ, to recover for money
paid during a Iater pcriod; and applied, under

die Conimon Law Procedrîre Act, 79, 82,
for an injonction to restrain the du-fendants
from chinrging hii otlierwiso thran er1ually witli
othens. IIdld, thiat thie court would irot exeir-
cisc thicir statutony power to grant an injurie-
tion.-Stton v. S. ;. Jiilwa(u (2>,Lawv lIp.

1,Ex. q2.
6. If A. lias arranged orally- with a railwvay

Company to carry cattie for luirî to E. on thtiî-
hune, aund threuce, by a connuect ini fi ne t o R.
and lias, at the same t ire, sîîi-d it bout
noticing its contents, a cowi4iiiruent note hiy
whichi the cattie are directed to bu- taken to F'.,
paroi evi(lence is admissible to shiowv n atiee-
ment to cnrry on to K., as it onlv. suplîlements
the contract.-ilMallpai v. London &t S. I'. Rail.
iway Co., Law Rep. 1 C. P. 336.

7. The plaintiff sent goods from M., by the
defi'ndarits' nailway, to bis traveller at C., the
delivery of which, was, by the defendant's
neghligence, delayed tihi the traveller left C.,
and tire profits whiclî wvould have been (lerived
fromn a sale at C. wvere host. IIcld, tiret stucîr
profits could flot be recovered as danriges.-
Great I. Railwiîy Co. v. lZedineyae, Law Rep).
1 C. P. 329.

8. If a carrier parts with goods to e conbig-
nee, aften notice of stoppage in iransitu, damages
cen bc recovered in equity under Sir I. Cairns's
Act.-&hlotrnauîs v. Lancashir ,e &J~ orks/ure
leilîiy C'o., Lawv Rep. 1 Eq. 3-19.

9. An entire cîntreet, to carry partly by
land and partly by sen, is divisible; nnd, as to
the land journey, the carrier is wvitliiin thse pro.
tection of il Gco. IV., & 1 Wm. IW. c. 6.-
Le Conter v. London &~ S. IV. Ralicay Co.,
Lawv Hep. 1 Q. 'B. 54.

CA~SES OVERRULED AND DoUIITED.

Goods of 21 (xander, 29 L J. (P M & A.) 93.
Ooods of Ilallyburton, Law Hep. 1 1". &- I. 90.
Mfarc v. Untderhdtil, 4 B. & S. 566. Wood v. De
Matios, Law Hep. 1 Ex. 91. 117111s v. Pluskc/t,
4 Beav. 208. Sarîders's Trusts, Lawv Rep. 1 Eq.
675. Wyjd/e v. Ileititker, 2MNy. & K. 635. Lord
Lilford v. Keek, Law Rep. 1 Eq. 347.

CATTLE.

Driving- e van ivith hiorses, in whîichi calves
are being conveyed to mnarket, is not witiiin a
stetute ivhich, îonbids eny drover, or othier per-
son, froîn Ilconducting or driviîig" any cattie
throug lî tIre stirects on Stinday. - Trigs v.
Lest>', Law Hep. 1 Q. B. 259.

CIîAMPERTY.
A. hiaving executed a conveyence of real

estate to B., which 'vas hiable to ho set aside on
equiteble grounds, afterwards made a voluntary
settiement of tîre seme on himsclf for life, re.
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