
TRAVELLING BY RAIL.

W., 12 UJ. C. C. P. 90. The plaintiff wbile
travelling between St. Mary's and Lon-
don mislaid his ticket, and being callecl
upon to produce 'it could not do so, al-
though in lis eager searcli therefor lie
pulled ont of bis pockets, papers, letters,
newspapers, and wool, te the great edifi-
cation and d.eligbt of bis fellow travel-
lers: the conductor, aftcr waiting some
time, stopped the train and turned hlm
off, thougli whule being put off hie offereci
to pay bis fare. Damages to the extent
of $300 were gîven against the company,
wbem the Court beld were responsible
for the acts of their officers duly auther-
ized and styled under the Act " Conduc-
tors," whien not committed in exoess of
bis authority, whiclh in this case had not
been overstepped; and the Court also
declinedl to disturb the verdict, it being
the second one ebtained by the plaintiff.

The plaintiff, apassenger on the de-
fendant's line of railway, sustained in-
juries in consequence of being violently
pulled out of a railway carrnage by one of
thes defendant's porters, who acted under
the crrosieous impression that the plain-
tiff . was in the wrong carniage. The
porter had ne express authority to remiove
any person being in a wrong carrnage, but
be vïas dirccted to do ail in bis power
to promote the comforts of the passengers
and the intesests of the company; it was
beld that the act of the porter in pulliing
the fdaintiff out of the carniage n'as an
aet donc withîn the course of bis employ-
mient as the defendants' servant, and one
for wvhich thiey were therefere respon-
sible: Bayley v.- Manchester, Bkeffield

SC. R. W., L.R. 7 C.P. 415.
Sometimes wbere one is expelled from

a train in a summary manner hie will have
to sbew sometbing more than the mere
fact that lie was the bolder of a ticket,
before lie can recover damages for bis ex-
pulsion. For instance, where it appeared
that the ticket offered by the plaintiff to
the conductor must bave been soid aboutj

sixteen montbs before and tbat on tbat
account the conductor refused te take it,
it aise being proved that on a previeus
occasion the saine plaintiff had presented
an old ticket and on its being rejccted
had paid lis fare ; it was belci that the
circumstances being calculated tei excite

'suspicion, it should bave been left te tIre
jury te say wbcther the plaintiff bad

obtained the ticket fairly, having paid bis
fare, or wbetber lie was net intending te
impose on tbe conducter: Davis v. Greot
Western Rl. W., 20 [U. C. Q. B. 27.

Even a friend's vocheing tbat one is
a truc mnan will net pretect eue, fer in
Curtis v. Grand Trunk R. WV., ante,
Draper, C. J., remarked that hoe suppesed
that a man whe produced ne ticket, but
asserted that lie bad paid bis fare and
bad lest bis ticket and, thierefore, declin-
cd te pay it again, would-thougb. a by-
stander corroborated bis assertion-be
deemed refusing to pay within tIre nican-
ing of the .Act. The fact that one bas
net fully made up bis mmnd bow far lie
intcnds te ride, is ne excuse for nen-pay-
ment: Fulton v. Grand Trunle R. W., 17
U.C. Q.iB. 433. Where at the last moment
a passdnger tendered te the conductor a
twenty-dol]ar gold picce, and teld bim te
take the fane ($1.35) eut of it, but the
conductor ejectcd bim, the court suistain-
cd the action of tbe conductor; saying
that an efficer at a ticket-office miglit
reasenably object te an offer of a $20 gold
piece te pay a Lare of $1.35, on account
of the trguble and risk involved ; andi
that a person rusbing inte the cars witb-
eut a ticket bas ne reasen te expect that
lie will flnd the conducter prepared te
changre a $20 geld piece, fer lie relies np-
on receiving tickets fremn the passengers,
or, if money be paid te bîm instead, that it
will be paid with reasonable regard te
what is cenvenient uncler the circum-
stances: Fulton v. G. T. 'R. (ante).

A person wbo declines te pay bis Lare
may be put off nean any dwelling-house
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