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TRAvELLiNG By RAIL

Hannan, J., in Siner v. Great lVest-
ern, ante, said, I think juries take an
exaggerated view of the duties of railway
coinpanies. The çompanies have done so
rnuch for the comfort and convanience of
travellers, that it is now made the sub-
jeet of complaint if the highest degree of
luxurious care is not attained in ail their
arrangements." These remarks appear
exceedingly appropriate and reasonable
when one, considers that in MéDonald et

x.v. C'hica go, J;c,, 26 Iowa, 12-4, it a
held, that the female plaintiff, who found
the passenger room at the station unfit
for occupation, by reason of bar olfactory
nerves and visuial organs being offended
by tobacco smoka and other impurities,
and attempted to enter tha cars which.
had not yet bean drawn up to the plat-
forin that she might avoid these disagrae-
ables, and was injured by the giving
away of the stepsm of the platforrn, was
entitlad to recover. l It is the duty of
railway passanger carriers to provide coin-
fortabie rooms for the accommodation of
passengers while waiting at stations, and
to enforce such regulations in regard to
smoking therein, as to enable passengers to
occupy them in reasonable comfort." The
learned judga must have held -views Soule-
what similar to those entertained by the
royal leader of the anti-tobacconists, James
1. But where in a crowd the plaintiff was
driven against a portable weighing nma-
chine on the platform. of the defendants'
station, and catching his foot in it, fell
and, hurt hîmself,-the foot of the nma-
chine projected some six inches above the
level of the platforrn, and it was unfanced,
but it hadl stood there some five years
without accident to any person passing,
to or froin the train ; held, that there
-was no evîdenca of negligence to go to
the jury, the machine hein- where it
inight have been seen, and the accident
not being shewn. to be one which could
have been reasoiiably anticipatad . Corn-
msan Y. .Eaeern Couzlties Ry., 4 H & M.

781. If an accident had happened from
the platforni being se constructed as to-
be, insuflicient to carry the weight of th&
persons who xnight corne upon it in great
nunibers on a particular day, that no,
doubt would be evidence of negligence
on the part of the company.

Passengars have the sarne rights te safo,
ingress, egrass and regress and proper
station accommodation and platfornis at
intarmediate places whare the train rnay
chance to stop for refrashmants, as they
have at the termini of the lina: McDon-
aid v. Ch icago, êfe., ante. But at sta-
tions where the train stops rnerely for
the purposes of the railway, and people
are not expectad to get out or in, the
rights of passangars, and the liability of
the company arc greatly curtailed: Frost.
v. 0. T. R. 10 Allen 387.

lIn Murc7sanp v. Lancaster e Preston
Ry. Oô., 8 M. & W. 421, the cotinsel for
defandants, to establish the point that
the company was not hiable for goods loat
beyond the limîts of their lino, as a re-
ductio ad absurdUm put the case of a pas-
sanger injured on a lina of railway beyond
that to which ha was originally booked,-
but Relfe, B., could flot see it, and con-
sidered that if he took his place at Eus-
ton Square, arnj paîd te ha carried to
York, he would, if injurad, have his
remady against the party who contracted
te carry hiin to York. And this dictuin
of the learnad Baron's bas bean fully sus-
tained by a host of dacisions. 'The Great
Western Ry. v. BlAlce, 7 H. & N. 987Y
(Ex. Ch.,) decidas that whara a railway
company contracts to carry a passenger
from. one terminus to anether, and on the
jeurnay the train bas to pass over the lino
of anothar railway company, the company
issuing the ticket mecurs the same respon-
sibility as that other company, ovar whose
lina the train rus and by :whose defauit
the accident happens, would incur if the
contract to carry had been entered intO

by theni.


