
TRAVELLING By RAIL.

don, B. e S. C. R. W.: Butcher v. Lon-
don e S. W. R. W. 16 C. B. 13.

It bas been lield in England that wlien
there is one entire contract to carry a
passenger and bis baggage partly by land
and partly by sea, tbe contract is divisible,
~and that as to the land jonrney the car-
rier is witliin tlie protection of the Car-
rier's Act (11 Geo. IV. c. 4 and 1 WTm.
IV. c. 68.) So tliat a man travelling
from Jersey to London. liaving lost a
clironometer in the cars at Southampton,
sued in vain for compensation, be net
liaving complied witli tbe requirements of
tbe Act. Le Coûnteur v. London ý- S.

W. R. W. L. E. 1 Q. B. 54.
A railway cempany's liability some-

times entends beyond its own lines; for
if tbey undertake tbe transportation of
goods, and book tbein for a place beyond
the terminus of their read, they will be
liable for a loss, tbougb it occurs wliile
tlie goeds are in transit over tlie rails of
another cempanry, te wbom they trans-
ferred tliem, and necessarily se, for con-
veyance te the place of destination:

Mccapv. Lancaster 4 -Preston efn r-
tien R. W., 8 M. & W. 421 : and se
also Scothorn v. South Stafordshire R.
W., 8 En. 341. The receipt ef the
geods se te be carried is _prima facie evi-
dence of tlie liability of tbe cempanry:
Watson v. .dmbergate, N. 4%~ B. R. W.,
là Jurist 448. These decisions bave
been followed in several Amerîcan cases,
but latterly sc'me of tlie courts in that
republic bave lield, that the respensibility
is only _prima facie and may be con-
trolled by general usage among carriers,
wlietber sucli usage ha known te the
person sending or net; and Patterson J.,
in Watson v. Ambergqate, N. 4- B. R. W.
said that the company were liable unless
the facts shewed that their respo'nsibility
had determined.

Tlie liability of the company may be
controlled by special agreement, as modus
dt conventie vincunt legem; se where the

South Eastern R. W. Company bad upon
their through tickets frorn London to
Paris, the worcls IlThe S. E. R. W. Co.
is not responsible for loss or detention of,
or injury to luggage of the passenger
travelling by this through ticket, except
while the passenger is travelling by the
S. E. R. W. Co.'s trains or boats ;" and
the plaintiff took such a ticket, though he
signed no memorandum-his portmanteau
being lost between Calais and Paris on a
Frenchi Une, he sued the S. E. Company
in vain, tliey being pîytected by the
conditions on tlie ticket. llewever harsli
it may appear in practice to hold a mari
hiable by the terrns and conditions which
may be inserted in some sinall print, upon
the ticket whicli lie gets at the last
moment, aft.er lie lias paid bis money,
and wlien nine times out of ten lie is
hustled out of the place at which lie stands
to get bis ticket by tlie next corner; how-
ever hard it îaay appear that a man shall
be bounid by conditions which lic receives
in sucli a inanner as this, and, moreover,
wlien he believes that lic lias made a con-
tract binding upon thie companry to take
liim, subjeet to tlie ordinary conditions
of the general contract, to tlie place to
wliicli lie desires to be conveyed,-still
we are bound, on the anthorities, to liold.
that wlien a man takes a ticket, witli con-
ditions on it, lie must be presumed to
know the contents of it, and must ba
bound by tliem: Cockburn, C. J., in Zunz
v. S~outh EasQt. R. W., L. R. 4 Q.B. 539.
A contract entered into witli a common
carrier by thie party Nvho delivers the
goods to be carried, whicli exempts the
carrier from ahl liability for any loss occa-
sioned by lis negligence, is binding upon
the parties: Carr v. Lancash ire ~
Yorkshire R. WV., 7. Ex. 707; and se
Austin v. Manchester, Sheffleld e~ Lincoln,
R. W., 10 C. B. 454.

Wliere a companry is in tlie habit of
receîving passengers at the station of
another railway for transportation on their
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