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TRAÂVELLINeG BY RAIL.

one must even walk circunispectly around
a railroad depot; "lfor the more fact of a
man having fallen ani hurt himself is
not suificient to charge the coînpany with
negligence in the construction of their
station: and the court is in an especial
xnanner bound to sec that the evidence
submitted to the jury in erder to estab-
lish negligence is sufficient; and proper to
go to them": Craffer v. Metropolitan
Rail way Ctompany, L.R. 1 C. P. 300.
In this case a man fell, seriously hurting
himself, on a staircase leading from a sta-
tion, and down which seme forty thons-
and people passed every month without
an accident, and it was held that there
was ne evidence of negligence to go to
the jury.

Once a man ilinocently and naturally
enquired of a porter when the train
would be in, the officiai referred hini te a
time-table hanging ou the Wall: the
would-bc passenger wvont to consuit the
table, and'whule dýing se, down tiumbled
tlîrough a Ilule in the roof a heavy plank
and a roll of zinc, and srnotc the man on
the neck doing hiin grievous bodily harm :
glancing upwards the stricken creature
beheld throngh the aperture the legs of a
mnan upon the roof. For the damage
donc by this it w'as hield tliat the coin-
pany was not liable, as, for aught that
was shewn, the man niight have been the
servant cf a contracter employed te memi
the roof, or the iifortune might have
been the resuit of a pu-re accident: Wcl-
fare v. Londoïr (1,d Brýitonei R. W., aid
.sup.

.As te the time table s so conspieueusly
placed' at ail stations, on r own Court of
Queen's .Bcnch lias held thiat they de net
form an integral part cf the eontract
made bctween a passenger and a railway
company, but only amouxnt te a represen-
tation: Briggs v. G~rand Trunk Railway,
24 U.C. Q.B. 5 10. IBut the 1'ailway Act,
1868, (31 Vict. c. 68. s. 20), enacts that
the trains shail be started and mun at

regniar hours to lie fixedl by public
notice.",

IBpfore entering the car it is welI for
onj's own comfort anid convenience te,
check ail baggage-though, doubtless, if
preferred, it can bc taken into the train
by the passenger, unless perhaps the coin-
panvy expressly forbid it. lJnder the
Iiailway Act (sub. sec. 5 cf sec. 20), the
company is bound te check every parcel
of baggage prcsented te thora for %uchi
purpeses, Iland having a handie, loop or
fixture of any kind thereupon, and a
duplicate cf sucli check shall be given te
the passenger." And subsection six pro-
vides that " if such chieck be refused on
deniand, the company shall pay te such
passenger the sum. cf $8, te be recovereci
in a civil action ; and further, ne fare or
toil shall be collected or received fromu
sucli passengers, and if ho has paid hi s
fare, the saine shall be refunded by the
conductor in charge cf the train." IIew
many times travellers on our Canadian
reads have te ask li vain fer checks when
geing te or fromn the smaller stations it
wouId, be idie te guess.

Thougli fer somne purpeses, theugh net
for rnany iu these days, the law con-
siders that a man anxd weman joinedl te-
gether in the bonds cf matrimony are
ene-and that one the husband-stîll
where maxi and wife are travelling te-
gether tliey are entitled te carry twice as
mnuch baggage. as is allowed te one indi-
vidual: Greal Nerthern Raibway Ce.
AIppellant Y s. ShpiR espeedent, L.R-.
8 Ex. 30.

The baggage having been safely be-
stowed in charge of an officiai, and the
checks in the, ewner's poeket, the latter
new proceeds with bis jonrney, but cau-
tion is stili requiredl; as will be seen frein
the following: A Mr. Fordhan, after puýr
cha.sing bis ticket, was in the act of getting
into a railway carriage-the train standing
quietly at the station. Having a parcel in
biis right hand, lie very naturally placed his
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