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dered to the conductor his fare from. that point
to Boone, could it be claimed this would entitie
him, to ride on that train to the latter place?
We apprehend not. The purchase of a ticket
frorn the ticket agent would give bun no greater
riglits; for under sucb ticket lie would be claim-
ing the sarne riglit under the sanie state of facts
hie would flot be entitled to, had lie deait alone
witl the conductor. The fact thathle made use
of another agent of the coxnpany other than the
conductor cannot enlarge his riglits, or change
the legal aspect of the case. It must lie that
the transaction with the agent was a mere con-
tinuation of the transaction with the conductor.
Both had reference to the right of the plaintiff
to ride on that train without the payrnent of
fare from. Marshalltown to Boone. The pay..
nient of suchl are to the agent conld not, under
the circurnetances, give hini any more or greater
riglits than if lie had tendered the fiane amount
to the conductor."l

RECENZ' ENGLISH7 DECISIONS.

Proxy.- Bankruptcy Rules, 18 70, provides
that the instrument appointing a proxy shall
lie under the hand of the creditor, and in the
form given in the echedule to the mules. That
form is as follows : IlI appoint C. D., Of, &c.,
my proxy in the above natter."1 A creditor
gave bis solicitor a blank proxy duly signed,
and the solicitor filledl in his owfl naine, and
undertook to act under the proxy. lleîd, that
the proxy was good.-Ez parte Lancaster, 5 Ch.
D. 911.

Seaworthine.-A ship, whule lYing in the
port of B., in a seawortby condition, was char-
tered of defendant, by the plaintiff, to, prOcee<i
to, a wharf in said port take on a cargo -of

cernent, and proceed with it to the Port of D.
Whule lying at the wharf sIe becarne Ufla.
wortby, though withont the knowledge of the
defendant, and, whule on the voyage, fonndered,
and the cargo was loat. The jury fonnd the
defendant guilty of no negligence. Buelli that
the warranty of seaworthiness attacbed at the
turne the Rlip was loaded and ready to start on
the voyage, and was not satisfied by her being
seaworthy while lying in port before the cargo
was on board.-Cohn v. Davidson et al., 2 Q.B.1D
455.

Statute.- The principle appéaring to have
been laid down in Couch v. Steel (3 E. & B. 402),

that, whenever a stattutory dnty is creited, anY"
person wbo can show that lie lias bustailled
injuries froin the non-performance of tbat dut)',
can liring an action for dainage agaiast the
person on wbom. tbe duty is imposed, queB'
tioned by ail the judges in Atkinson v. Newcastl'
Waterworks Co., 2 Ex. D. 441.

Statute of Frauds.-I. K. inforrned bis daugb-
ter and lier intcnded husband that lie had
houglit a bouse wbich should, in the evelit of
the rnarriage, be bis wedding present to hi8
dangliter. After the niarriage, the daughter
and lier liushand entered into possession Of the
bouse, a lease of whiclb K. bad bouglit, sllbj&t
to paymient of certain instalments. K. paid 811
instalments which fell due iii bis lifetinie, and

died Ieaving a sun, of £110 stili to be W8 dl
whidli feu (1d1e after bis deatb. JIeld, th58t
possession following K.' verbal promise tOol
tbe promise out of the Statute of Fraude; n
that K.*s agreement was to give a house free
froxu incumbrances, and that, therefore, tbe

£110 muet be paid ont of K.s ett.tnk
v. Ungley, 5 Ch. D. 887 ; s. c. 4 Ch. D. 73. o

2. In a contract for the purchase and sale
land, the vendor was nmentioned only 80
citrustee, selling under a trust for sale." 91
sufficient under tbe Statute of Frands.-Catîifw
v. King, 5 Ch. D. 660.

3. Eight per8ons made an agreernent to COn'
vey certain land to, two of tbeir number, b' au
absoînte deed. and that they should Bell the
sme in lots , and bold the proceeds in trust fo"
the eight. The defendant in April, 187 5 '
made a verbal offer to W., agent of the 0nr
for the sale of the lots, for sme of thenli W.
told him that hie muet purchase subject tO cet'
tain conditions, printed on a plan of the lantoy
and which W. rnade known to hirn. The 19
condition was to, the effect thnt eadh Purch&sem

shonld sign a contract ernbodying the cni
tions, and the payrnent of a deposit and tlW

completion of the purcliase within twO nth
fron. the date of the contract. W. prorniled to
lay the offer before tbe ciproprietors," aind 001

after wrote the defendant, eaying the Il proPrio
tors"1 had accepted his offer, and lf2quîring
about bis wishes as to, the titie. The nezt d&Y
defendant replied that, unleas lie was at liberty
to bnild or not, the offer bad bettel' bere6 l

sidered. The next day W. answered,
the acceptance was an unconditional. On,


