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1I(do flot think the fact of tire plaintiff being oniy a firat class
pa8senger lias anything to do with the present case. A first
clIss or even a second elass paisenger, may have a right under
certain circuinistances to pass through a Pullman car ini ein-
barking upon, or alighting frora, or in simply passingý through a
train, Thv queistion is, did hie act reasonably? Ilt inay «1%w noteil
liere t1iat thero is na0 evidence that the plaintiff kaew this car
was a Putilimain unitil he had got some distance inside ani saw
the. berths made upl, and by that time lie was muehi n(earer the
exit iii the reair and would know that lie could reacli it inuel
90ooner thani that in front, if sueh a thought as turning back lîad
then oecu-irred( to him.

Biearing in mmid that lthe only point on whieh there waýS a
onflict. of evidence lias been disp)osed( of by the verdict of thre
jury, what are the proved facts that are mat criai te the case?
The plaintiff after the birakresman called out "Weston" as the
train was sIowing down, went to the proper place for him to
alight, no notice having beeni given to him to go elaewhere.
F'lnding ail the doors closed, his coînpanrion who was in front
tried firat to open the vestibule doors of the day car, and flnd-
ing threm '"stnek,'" next tried those of the front of the Pullman
with a like resuit. ''len they started to go through, the Pull-
mai car. It was agreed that he eould have turned baek and
gone to the front of thle day car, lie did flot know that that wau
open to hîi ainy more than the plac they had just tried. It
was pe(rhaps even more niatural thiat they ahould continue to
preosl on in the direction in whichi they had started, rather than
retrace their steps. But pflaintiff from bis experience knew that
the. train stapped only one or two minutes, and hie hadl now only
soine seconds to mnake his exit. A mian who in auch an emnerg-
ency cornes to a decision that miay n>t lie the wisest is nlot on that
aoeount necessarily negligent. It was quite natural that hie

.hudfollow hi4 f riend where the way was apparently clear,
and whiere the friend inade his way ont in safety. Although the
defeudants hiad negligently closed hinm in, it was his duty to,
make ail reas>nable effort. to gel off, rathrer than to remaîn
pafive> and then seek damnages froin the e<>mpany for havinz
carried hlm beyond hi. destination. The comipany having negli-
gently elosed his natural meana of getting off the train, without
notice Vo hlm, were guiltY of niegligence in starting the train
before lie iiad sufficient tume to geV off hy the- means lie adopted,
which under the circumstances was flot a negligent or unreason-
able or improper way or method, and the injuiry he sustained
was the direct resuit of sudh negligence. I can find no sufficient
ground for reversing the findinig of the trial Judge.


