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PRmTioN-INMon cJOUsT--ALTERNÂ&TriV moDza op Pwo--
UND1ET&KL'I0 TO IBELY ONLY ON PMROP0 CAUSE AXISING
WITEIN JUEITION.

Josolwtne v. Roberts (1908) 2 K.B. 349 was an application
for a prohibition to th( Mayor's Court. The action was brought
on a promissory note which was payable. at an addreas within the
city of London. Neither plaintiff nor defendant resided in the
city, nor did any part of the cause of action. arise there, except
that the prementment at the address nained waa, unless waived,
necessary to render the defendant liable. On the plaintiff un-
dertaking not to rely on a waiver of presentment, the motion
was refused by Channeli and Sutton, JJ.

SAVÂQIE DOoI-KEEPiNG A KNOWN VIOZous ANmmAL-S6RVANT, cAUs-
iNG [>00 TO BiTE-LL&BiLiTY op mA5sTER-BEmoTENESSi 0V
DAMAGE.

Baker v. Snell (1908) 2 K.B. 352 wus an action brought to
recover damnages for injury sustained through the bite of the
defendant 's dog. The dog was known to be vicious and was
entrusted to the custody of the defendant 's man servant, whose
duty it was to let the dog out early in the morning and then
chain it Up again before the defendant and bis niaid servante
came downstairs. On the occasion in question the man servant
brought the dog into the kitchen where the plaintiff, a maidt
servant, was, and said: "I will bet the dog will not bite any one
in the room. " He then let the dog looue and said: "'Go it Bob, "
and the dog flew at the plaintifF and bit ber. It had previously
bitten the plaintiff and other persons to the defendant 's know-
ledge. The County Court judge who tried the action held that the
act of the mnan servant was an assuit, for which the defendant,
his master, was not liable, and dismissed the action; but the
Divisional Court (Channeil and Sutton, JJ.) came to the con-
clusion that the act of the mn servant was not intentionally
malicious, in which case the master would not have been liable,
but was a foolish and wanton act done in negIect of bis duty to
keep the dog safe, for which the defendant, bis inaster, was re-
sponsible; but that this was a question of fact which ought to
be left to a jury, and a new trial was therefore ordered.

SHIP-BiLL 0P LADING-CON5TEUOCTION-" Po73T INACCESSIBLE: BY
IcE 'k. iT4 l)tE3 GEN--Ris-" ERBOR IN JUJDGMENT ' 0F MASTER.

In Tillmann's v. Knutsford (1908) 2 K.B. 385 the Court of


