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of gas, went upon the premises with hie et
Pleyer'a agent for the purpese of examinir
the severs.l burners, so as to test the ne
apparatus. Whilst thus engaged upon a
upper floor of the building, thxe plaintif
under circumetances a to which the evidenc
wus conflicting, but accidentaUy, and, asû
jury found, without any fault or negligenc
on his part, fell through the liole and wa
injured :-H&4 that, inasmucli as the plait
tiff was upon the premises on lawful buseinesi
in the course of fulfilllng a contract in whiel
hie (Or his employer) and the defendant bot]
had an intereet, and the liole or shoot was fron
its nature unreasenably dangerous to personi
not usually employed upon the premises, bu
having a right to go there, the defendant wai
guilty of a breacli of duty towards him, in sui
ibring the hole to be unfenced. Ind*rmaur v,
Damas, Law Rep. 1 C. P. 274.

Master and &rvant-.Negigence of Felow
servant.-The plaintiff was employed by s
railway'cempany aIs a laborer, to, assist in
loading what is called a "epick-up train," with
materials left by platelayera and others upon
the line. One of the terme of his engagement
was, that he should be carried by the train
from. Birmningham (where he resided, and
whence the train started,) to the spot at which
has work for the day was to be done, and be
breught back to, Birmingliam at the end of«,ach day. As hie was returning to, Birming.
hamn, alter hie day'a work was done, the train
in which the plaitrtiff was, through the negli-
gence of the guard who had charge of i4, came
into collision with another train, and the
piaintiff was injured :-Held that, inasmnuch
as the plaintiff was being carried, flot as a
paseenger, but in the course of his contract of
service, there was nothing te, take the case
out of the ordinary ruIs which exempts a
master frorn responsibility for an injury to a
Oervant through the negligence of a fellow-
servant, when both are acting in pursuance
cf a coimon empleyment. Aknn" v. Nid,
land Railway Co., Law Rep. i C., P. 291.

Carrier-Masre of Damage.-The plain-
tiff sent goods froni Manchester by the defen-dante' railway te, hie traveller at Cardiff; the
delivery oifthe good8 was, through the negli-

n- gence of the defpndants, delayed until after
1g the traveller hadi-eft Cardiff, and the plaintif,
w in consequence, loat the profite which lie
In would have derived from, a sale at Cardiff :-
Y', -Held, that in the absence of notice to, the
*e defendants of the object for which the gooda
Le were sent, the plaintiff could net recover from
e theni such profite as damnages for the delay.
* Greai Western RaiZway Co. v. Redma1 ne,
i- Law Rep. 1 C. P. 329.
4~ Breack of Promise of Marriage.-In an

haction for breacli of promise of marriage,
Swhere the plaintif lias been seduced by the
Idefendant, it is *ne misdirection te tell the jury,
5that, in estimating the damages, .they are at
tliberty te take into their consideration the

altered social position of the plaiuitifi' in rela-
-tien te lier home and family, through the

defendant'. conduct tewards hier. B"rr v.
Da Costa, Law Rep. 1 C. P. 331.

* Shipping.-Marne Policy.-In a hemevrard
policy the words Ilai andfrom" a port namned
are to be construed in their natural geegra.
phical sense, without reference te the expira-
tion of an outward policy "te" the saine
place, and therefore the policy attaches as
soon as the vessel arrives within the port
named, and although net safely moored.-A
vessel insured "ai and from» Havana was
injured by coming inte contact with an anchor
after entering the harbour, and whilst passing
ever a shoàl up te her place of diacharge:
Hel4 that the policy had attached. -Wugh-,
ton v. Empire Marine Insurance Co., Law
Rep. 1 Ex. 206. 1

Coniraci voici for Immorality.-.One who
makea a contract for sale or lire, with the
knowledge that the ether centracting party
intenda te apply the atibject matter of the con-
tract te àn immoral purpose, cannet recover
upon the'contract; it is net; neceesaryr that lie
ahould.expeet te be paid ont of the proceeds
of the immoral act.-Tlie defendant, a proeti.
tute, was suedI by the plaintif%~ coacli-builders,
for the lire of a brougham. Therè was no
evidence that the plaintiffs looked expreaely
te the proceede of the defendant's prostitution
l'or payment; but the jury found that the
plaintif& knew lier te be a proatitute, end
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