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expiredpassage upon train, honestly believing that antakes a railroadOne who
possession ejectedtransportation, anhis entitles him to and is atticket in inter-

fare,pay right carriagefurtherstation after refusal to has a tomediate his
payment point ejectment;upon fare fromsame train on of the of but ifthe

worthless,originalthat wasor had reasonable cause to believe the tickethe knew
transportation paid for thenot entitled to further unless fare be entirehe is

journey.

question uponpersonal injuries. anyThe whetherCase, for
it can thethe facts hereinafter stated be found that defend-view of

term, 1911,in fault fromwas transferred the October ofwereants
by Plummer,court J.superiorthe

29, plaintiff bought ticket from West1909, the a Swan-September
return, only SeptemberBrattleboro, Vermont, good onandzey to
ride on30, him to the defendants’ trainswhich entitled29 and

Swanzey Vernon, Mass., and onWest and South theirbetween
Railwayof the Trunk between South Vernonor those Grandtrains

dayplaintiff rode to theBrattleboro. The Brattleboro heand
morningthere ofthe ticket remained until the Octo-andpurchased

firsthe took train for South Vernon. The conductor1, when aber
part journeythat the andplaintiff’sthe ticket for of toldaccepted

trip;return conductor ofgood for the but the theit was entirehim
plaintiffaccept putit the offSouth Vernon refused to andfromtrain

pay plaintiff thereuponhe to fare. Theafter had refusedHinsdaleat
Swanzey boardedticket from Hinsdale to West and theapurchased

he asked theejected.which had been The conductorfromtrain
him ridehis refused allow to unlessto show ticket and toplaintiff

plaintifftheto Thispaid from South Vernon Hinsdale.fare was
enoughmoneynotdo, claiming that he did have totorefused

himagain ejectedthe conductor fromdemanded,fare andthepay
from HinsdaleplaintiffThe then obtained the stationtrain.the

Swanzeymoney paidthe for the to West anda of ticketagent refund
miles.place,latter a distance of fourteen Theto the aboutwalked

presencerequired histhat had business whichclaimed heplaintiff
did not sufficient funds today Swanzey,in West that he havethat

physicalaaggravatedthe that the walkjourney,for anda teamhire
causing injury for whichsuffered,which thus thefrom heailment

recover.tohe seeks
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Joseph (by orally), for plaintiff.Madden brief and the

Edgar (both Massachusetts)Charles H.J. Rich and ofBlatchford
(Mr. orally),John E. Allen Allen for theand defendants.

thoughtYoung, plaintiffJ. If the his ticket him toentitled
Swanzey pay reason,toride to West and refused his fare for that

fault, puttingcan be the defendants were in not forit found that
refusingHinsdale, acceptoff the train he reached buthim when for to

Inpassenger Swanzey.as a from Hinsdale to West that casehim
the plaintiff’s journey Hinsdale,the defendants terminated at and

they him they to,from that time owed the same duties owed and
rights of, everyhis were the same as those other member of the

community. although theyConsequently, rightstheiracted within
they put off, they not himwhen him could refuse to to re-permit

merelyjourney payhis on that refusedsume train because he to
thought unjusthe anwhat was demand.

If, however, plaintiff oughtorthe either knew to have known that
worthless, payhis ticket was or if he refused to hehis fare because

thought puthe not be until the train Hinsdale,would off reached
recover; moneycannot and the of with himhe amount he had is

why pay plain-to the issue of he refused to Therelevant his fare.
journeytiff did not his if paybreak at Hinsdale refusal tohis his

any part of afare was scheme ride fromto South Vernon to West
Swanzey regular fare; chapterthan the 6, 160,for less for section

provides personStatutes,Public which a paythat who refuses to
putfare shall off at station,his be a was not to himenacted enable

defraud Railway,to the railroad. Caher 75 N. H. 125.v. In a
ifword, plaintiffthe pay thoughtrefused to his fare hebecause his

maygood,vías it be theticket found that were in fault;defendants
if any partthat cannot be found hisbut refusal was a schemeof to

transportation for regularless theobtain than rate.
The plaintiff’sdefendants had not theextended ticket when he

attempted it,to use and the interstate commerce act forbade the
of it that time. Consequently they byextension at notare bound

attemptedacts of the ifit,the conductor who to extend even he was
employee. questionThe damagesoftheir the measure of was not

not beenand has considered.transferred

discharged.Case
All concurred.


