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dants' afternoon accommodation train at the
Suspension Bridge, which ran only as far as
London, but hie left it at St. Catharines, an
intermediatte station, and defendants refused
to lot him go from, thenco by the niglit express.
Eeld, that Vhey were justified in so doing: that
the dlefendants' contract bonnd them to convey
the plaintiff in one continuons jonrney from the
Suspeusion Bridge to Detroit, giving hlm the
option of taking any passenger train from the
point of commencement, and that if that train
did not go the whole distance, to be conveyed the
residue in some other train,-the whole jouney
to be completed in twenty days : but that it did
flot give a riglit to stop at any or every intorme.
diate station. Quoere, whether if ho had gone on
to London by the accommodation train, ho would
have been bound to take the neit through train
from thence: (Craigq v. Thse Great Western Rail-
wvay Com~pany, 24 U. C. Q. B. 504.)

61TicKET G;OOD FOR THIS DAY ONLY" -TM

TABLES. - The declaration stated that defen.
dants coiitr'ieted to carry the plaintiff as a pas-
songer fromn G. (Gananoque) to T. (Toronto),
but wrongfully expelled hlm, from the cars.
Defetidants pleaded, that on the 8th of Deceni.
ber, IM'4, they sold to plaintif' at G. a ticket
from thence Vo T., "«good for this day only:",
that hie thereupon took thetrain at G., which
proceeded to T. by a continuons journey, but
left it withont defendants' consent at C. (Col-
borne), and on the lOth of December entored
another of their trains going to T., by 'which
they réfused to carry him, which was the
grievance complained of. To this the plaintif'
replied, that beforo bis purchase of the ticket on
the 8th of December, defendants had pnblicly
advertised, by their time table, that a passenger
train would leave G. at 8.5 p.m., and arrive in
Toronto at nildnigit : that ho pnrchased bis
tickei before the arrivai of the train at G. on
that day, on its way to T., on the faith of snch
representation; but the train did not beave G.
until 6 p.m., and defondants well knew that it
wonld noV, and it did flot, arrive at T. until the
morning of the 9th: that ont its arrivai at C. the
plaintiff, llndin g the train conld flot reach T.
until the 9th, left it, and defondants waived the
terms of their ticket, and the plaintif' oni the
lOth claimed to go on by the morning train pass-
ing C. for T. on this ticket, but was prevented.
Held, on demurrer; lst. That the plea, 'without
reference to the replication, was a good defence,
for the ticket was a cooitract by dofendafits to
convey the plaintif' from G. to T. in one conltinu-
oua jonrney, to commence on the day of issning
it. 2ud. That the replication was bnd, for even
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DICILsoN V. CRADB.

Action~ against .J. P.-C. . c eh. 103, sec 67rS. u. c. ch. 126
Defe11d8ât, a Justice of the Peace, isned bis warrant, underConsci. Stat. C. ch. 103, sec. 67, ta commit thle plaintiff for

nonpaymSIlt of the mats of an appeai to, the Quarter Ses-
sions, uniesa such uum. and ail coata of the distress snd
coulmitmellt snd onveyipg the plaintiff to gaoi shonid ho0Soner paid; but h. omitted ta state in the warrant theamouint of the malta o! thle diatress snd commituient.
The plaintiff bavi0 g been committed on tis warrant, oued
defendant for fise imprisonment.

Hcld that though it was the duty of Vthe Justice Vo ascertaîn
and state snch amount, yet Vhe omission to do so, though
it mlight have occaaoned the plaintifr's d.ischarge, did Isot

if the time table could be construed as incor-
porating a condition as to timo into the contract,
yet as the contract; was partially executed for
the plaintiff's benefit fox; bis oonveyance to C.,
the breach could only entitie him to compensa-
tion in damages. 3rd. That the time table could
not be treated as part of the contract, but
amounted to a representation only; and in that,
,jew the plaintiff shouid have averred that ho
bought his ticket on the faith of such represen-
tation before the time specifled for the train to
leave G., flot merely before the arrivai of the
train there, for if after the time specified, he
knew as well as defendants that the tiiue table
had been departed from. Quoere, whether the
plaintiff, by leaving the train at C., and thus
mnaking it impossible for defendants to perform,
the substantial part of their contract, by con-
,veying him in one continuons jonrney to T., had
flot forfeited ail right under it: (Briggs v. T'he
Grand flrunk Railwag Co., 24 U. C. Q. B. 510.)

FCONTRACT-DEFEOT IN GOOD5-FRAJD.-The
manufacturer of an article to order is not guilty
of fraud in not pointing out a patent defect,
which nuight have been discovered by'the pur-
chaser, had ho examined it with care. What
yould amout to fraud in sucb a case? (Horsfal

v.Th/omas, 1 Hlurl. & Colt. 90.)

Vioxous I0151r-LiABiLiTy or OwNR.-Tbo
owner of a horse that had strayed along a public
road and had kicked a person is flot liable on
that account, nlesa it be proved that the ownor
knew that the bOrse was vicions: (Gaoz v. Bu,.-
bidace, 9 W. R. 485.)

JURy-INvLuEcNC.-A jury in considering the
amount of damages should flot ailow the ques-
tion of oosts to influence them. New trial granted
on that account : (Poole v. Wdtcomb, 12 C. B.
N. S. 770.)


