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SELECTIONS.

O~r f a note deposited goods with the counsel for the company requested the

that a obe sold to pay it ; it was held court to charge if the defendant in error

asale several years afterwards was placed his arm on the window sil1 and by

Wnt'lithjn a reasonable time.* In Doe v. a joit of the car it was thrown out of the

w )it it was held a week or a fortnight window and he was injured, hie was guilty

als a reasonable time, in which to termin- of contributory niegligence, and could not

bt aparticular lease and take possession, recover. The court refused to s0 charge,

dlt-a Year was not. t The court must but left it to the jury to find whether if -he

h1id Whether the purchaser of a crate' of was s0 ridîit a egieceo i

liath furnished the vendor with a list part which contributed to the injury.

tebroken articles in a reasonable The company has no just cause of coin-

ti~ In legal provocation, what is plaint of this answer. It would have been

11e" to cool,". fromn the heat of frenzied clear error if the court had instructed the

Passli 0t., between the provocation and the jury that occmpying such a position was

1b1Cting of the mortal blow in return, neg,,ligyence in law. Resting his armn upon

b 19aquestion of law, must be decided the window-sill wholly within the car,

Ythe court, § and so is the question created no legal presumption Of negligence.

Whther a prisoner was tried in a reason- If it constituted negligence, it was a fact

yIble timie after arrest. j-Cetitral Law to be found by the jury, to whomi it was,

lOnal.submitted, and it was not to be so declared

by the court. In the absence of a collision

with an external object his arm was in no

danger of injury. He was under no legal

STREET CAR LA W. obligation to assume or anticipate that the

company would run another car against

'X GrinatownPass Ry.the one in which he was sitting. The

pt' ervnatowrn a C y o. v. Brophty, window-sill in a railway car is substantially

188syvai Spee Court, January 14, the top of the back of the seat. In can-

w4r'e4 W. N. Cas., 213, it was held that not be declared negligence in law for a

~here a person sits in a street car with passenger to so rest his arm, and the jury

arn esin 'n window sill wholly has found it is not negligence in fact."-

~hin the car, and by a sudden collision Albany Law yournal.

1armi is thrown out and broken, his
tcun such a position is notcotiu

r'egligence in la'w. The court said :
Ther .omPany has toralaytracks,

that When its cars were passing in different
t Osthey came in collision, whereby

dethfendant in error, a passenger in one
te . ecars, was injured. The main con-

titon is whether he was guilty of con-
SblIory negigence in producing the inj ury

cohi arm. . . . The learned judge
~rged that if he sat with his arrn out of
"*Idow when the collision occurred, he

Wae8s guilty of negligence, and could not
tecOver. Not satisfied with this, the

Porter zv, Blood, 5 Pick. 104.

2T. R. 436.
At ~wood v. Clark, 2 Greeni. 249. See Murrry

"'tIHawks. 41; Kingsley v. Wallis, supra.

tState v. Sizemon, 7 Jones Law (N. C.), 208.

IC0chranf v. Toher, 14 Minn. 389.


