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RAIL WAY.

1. A company were empowered by a statute,
passed in 1832, to make and use a railway for
the passage ef wagons, engines, and other car-
riages. The Comnpany ran passenger trains
drawn by locomotive steam-engines, having
taken ail reasonable precautions te prevent
the emission ef sparks. Tihe plaintiffs hay-
stock having been fired hy sparks from an
engine, held, that, as thse company had not
express powers by statute to use locomotive
steam-engines, tlsey were liable at commnne
law for thse damae -Jones v Festinioq Rail-
way Ce., Law Rep. 3 Q B. 733.

2. A rail way carniage in which tihe pleintiffs
(husband and wite) were passengers to R., on
reacbing R. overshot the platformn on atcceunt
of thse length of the train. Thse passengers
were net warned te keep their scats, uer was
any offer nmade to back thse carniage to thse
plattonni. Atter several pensons had got out,
the husband did se withuut any communica-
tion with thse railwey's servants, and thse wite,
sta .nding on tbe steps et the carrnage, toek
bis bsands and jumped dowu, and in se doing
etrained her knee. Tisera was a teet-iseard
between thse steps and thse ground wisicis she
did net use, but there was ne evidence of cane-
lessness on her part in thse manner ef desoent.
It was dayxight. Ia an action against the rail-
way cempany fer the inj ury : Jield (Excis. Ch.
per BYLES, MELLOR, MONTAGUE S311TTE, and
HANNEN, JJ.; KEATING, J., dissenfieate), tisat
there was ne evidence for. the jury ef negli-
gence in thse detendants, and tisat thse plaintiff&
negligence contributed te thse accident.-Siner
v. Great W. J1ai1uay Co., Law Rep. 4 Ex. 117.

,See NEGLIGENCE, 2; VENDou's LIEN.

RAP E.
A weman permitted the pnisener te bave

cennectien 'witlo ber, under thse impression
that it was ber busband. IIeld, tisat in thse
absence of evidence tisat she was uncensoious
at thse tiase thse act et connectien cemmenced,
it muet be talion that her consent was ebtained,
tbeugis by fraud, and that theretore the pris-
oner was net guilty et rape.-The Qs*een v.
Jierroiw, Law Rep. 1 C. C. 156.

RICEiEIV-Sec LUNATTO, 1.
RECORD-See EVIDENcE; PRIOnRIT, 2.
REFERER-See AWARD, 3.
REoISTRATION-See EVIDENCE; PIIORIY, 2
RELEASE-See PRINCIPAL AND SURETY, 2.

REMAINDER-.-See Catoss REMAINDEqS ; TiINANT

FoR LIFE ANI) REMAINDER-MAN.

REs ADJUDICATA-See DIVORCE, 4.

REVOCATION OF WILL.

Thse 1 Vict. c. 26, s. 22, enacts tisat neWd

wisich shail be in auy menner revoked shail be
revived by a codicil, uniess the codicil "ShsbW
an intention te revive tise sane yhere a

testator made a will, and then made a scn
Will revoking thse first, held, tiset thse fsrstW"
was net revived trom. thse mere tiact that a
codicil subsequent te botis wilis imported te be
a cediCil ''te tise lest will and testarxnti tOf nie

(thse testator) which bears date " tise date et
thse finît will, if tisane is nec otisen evideuce Or
intention te revive the tiret Will -...Goeds Of
Sleele, Law Rep. 1 P. & D. 575.

SALE.

1. Tise plaintiff, in Engiand, sent an re
te P., in Brezil, te buy cotton tor IiSfl P'
bougist Cotton, and sbîpped it in the deflid'
ant's vessel ; tise invoice wa, miaie eut go
shipped on acceunt and misk oî' the piaint'«'
but the bill ef lading was mode deliverable te
P.'s erder or assigna. P. wrote a letter te the
plaintiff, advising thse shipment, saying tisat P-
bad drawn on the plaintiff for the aflieGrt In
faor ef P.'s agent, "ýte wisich ive beg YÔut'
pretection." Tise letter purperted tri enclose
thse invoice and thse bill et lading. Thiselc
was chcosed, but thse bill of lading, indOrsed
in blank by P., was sent with tise bill et el'
change te P.'s agents in England. Thse agents
sent tise two documents te tise plaintif., Wh
retained thse bill of lading, but returved the

bill et exîhange uneccepted, on tihe groeoda
that P. lied net cemplied with bis onder. Thse
plaintiffpresented thse bill et lading te tise de-

fendant, but he, being advised tsy P.'$ agenîts'
reftised te detiven it te btim, and said thi5t ha
shouhd deliver it te P.'s agents on a duPlicate
bill ef lading. On a case stated, thse Cort
baving power te draw infereuces et fîîît
JIeld, that P28s intention was that thse Pro
Perty Sheuld net pa2s tilI tise bill etCxhag
ivas Paid, and tisat therefone the defeoda t

was justified in bie retusal.-Shepherd v. ffal-
rison, Law Rep. 4 Q. B. 196. r

2. On the Otis et May, tise plaintiff hol
bis brekers, centraetedi te seli shareg iii aCon
pany te tise detendants, stock jubers, thse ma
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