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lois, and the action w'a8 theneeforward proseeuted by the iii-
sureru' soU citor for their benefit. During the loading of the
ship the insurers had procured a report from a surveyor as to
the condition of the ship, and the defendants clainied diseovery
of this document, but Big1hani, J., held that thecy were flot eintitled
to its production, and thc Court of Appeal (C.Ailns, M.R., and
Çozens-Hardy, and Farwell, TJ.)tifflrried his decision, the Court
distinguishing the case from WillUa v. Raddeley (1892> 2 Q.B.
324, because there the actual plaintiffs were really nierely the
agents of the parties beneflcîally entitled and on whose behaif
the action was brought. Under Ont. Riýle 446 it is possible, even
in the circunistances of Nelson. v. Nelsoii, that production iiiight
be ordered.

Tit.imwAy-CAREitGE OF' PÂSSENGER-RIOHT OP" PASSENGER TO
BREAK JOURNEY.

Bastaple v. Metcalfv' (1906) 2 KAS. 288 was a proseeition for
riding on a trami ear withoiut a ticket. The facts wcrv, that the
defendant had parchaised a ticket entitling hiii to travei a cer'-
tain distance, lie alighted at ai) interniediatQ stopping place,
walked a quarter of a mile in thc direction of lus destination
and then got on another train ctr, which Nwaçs performing the
gamne journey, ini order ta get to the point lic miight have tra-
velled liv the first car. TIc refused to pay the fare dcmanRided of

lnion the second car, contending that lie ws entitled ta con-
tinue his journey Iîith his originjal ticket. Tîe jus-tices4 di-iniissed
the complaint, but the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J.,
and Darling J. cd htheogt to have been convicted, thitt
hy alighiting fronm the car, and suff'ering it to proceed, he haad
put an end ta the eontract. The Court, hmwcver, iwas careful not
to commiit itself to any opinion aq to the effeet of a passerbgcv
alighting for a inerely teniporary purpose on notice to the
conductor.

AlUCTIONEER - PIRTNrRSIInP - BIfLLT Ob' EXCHIANGE - IMPLIED
AUTHORTTY TO BIND PAPTNER-TRADER.

Iii rVheatleyj v. Sm.it%rs (1906) 2 KIB. 321 the DiviRional
Court (Ridley and Darling, JJ.) held that an auctioneer iq flot
a trader, and, therefore, that a rncmber of a lirm of atictioncers
has un implied authority to binD bis partner by the acceptance
of a bll of exchange in the firm nanie.


