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> il suffred froin gangrene in the lg, which renderei hier, during the
last ten days of her life, heipiess, No one but the niece knew of
hier conditi The niece continued ta live in the house at the
cost of hcer aunt. and tonk the food suppiied by the tradespeople,
but did flot givc any to the dcceased, nor procure any medical
or nursing attendance. Her death wvas caused by the gangrenc,
but %vas accelerated bv' the lack rf food and nuirsing and medical
attendance. Ail these wants \vuid( andi could have been suppicd
had any of lier neighibours been notifleil of her condition. Lord
Coleridge, C.J ., andi Hawkins, Cave, Day, andi Collins, Ji., wterc
of opinion that the niece was properiy convicteti.

t TRAIN-OVitRuRowl>;s;ARR 1AGPS -- I )ANIAIS-R0tE.

Cobb v. Great Wcstcrit RIziadway Co., (189 3 )~ 1 Q-B. 459, wVe
have alreadv referred to aitte p. 23t) ; ami it is perhaps oniy
necessary' here to say that the grounti on which the Court of
Appeail (Lord Eshrr, M.R., and Bowven andi Smith. L.JJ.) affirineti
the decision of Day and Collins, JJ., was, principaill this: that

talthough the suffering of a, carrnage to be overcrowded miight
be evidence of negligence on the part of a raikav conipauiv, y'et
that the robbery of a passenger was not a necessarv consequenice
of sucb overcrovvding, and therefore that <lainage wvas too remote.
Froni the observations of Lord Esher, M.R., it would appear that
if the company's 'servants hati known that the plaintiff was
being assaulteti or robb.ed, it \vould be their dutv to interfère to
protect hini; but wvhen a passenger has been assaulteti &nd robbed
in the course of the journey, it is no part of the duty of the

Il company's servants to assist him in any way to obtain redress.
Owing to the mode of constructîng English raiiwav carniages, the
conipany's servants can have very littie oversigbt over passengers%v'hile the train is in motion, anti it is a %vonder that long before
this the Mnericari pattern of railvay carniages has not been
adopted th,

Scuoor~rAsrk-PuNîîîM OF or UPILS FOR ACIS IlONE. ONTHE1 \WAY TO SCI1OOl.f .~ C1cairy v. B3ooth, (I&j3) I Q.13, 465, wvas a case stated by
justices. The defendant was the headmaster of a board scbool,

and ba.d corptcraily punisheti the plaintiff, a pupil, for fighting
with another boy on his way to school. It was claimeti by the


