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pany's duty as commnon carriers was ended
on the deposit of the goods in a bonded
warehouse. lu the latter case Draper, C.
J. said, " the terminus of the transport
being reached, the duty of common car-
rier is fulfilled by placirig the goods in a
safe place, aliko safo from the weather
and from danger of loss or theft, and
whatever the responsibiIity the compan
incur if that safo place is oe under thoir
own charge aud control, it assuredly is
not the responsibility of a common car-
rier."

Fxom tbese cases it is ovid ont that a
travallor who leaves bis bagago bohind
hlm at the station on bis arrivai at hîs
journey's end, thiuking tbat s0 long as
ha retains bis checks ail is riglit, leans up-
on a brokon reed and may find thiat both
his baggage and bis right to reco ver
damage therefor from. tbe 1Railway coin-
pany bas vanished like a morning rnist
before the rising Sun.

In fact such was the actual experienca
of eue Penton, who laft Paris by train,
for Seaforth, the possessor of two trunlis:
bis baggage came safely to the latter
place about three in the afterrioon and
was put upon the platform of the station.
After a time P. belped the baggago master
to carry. the trunks into the bagg age-
room ; ha thon enterad the bus and rode
ln it to the village inn, and thora was
nething to have prevented him taking bi s
baggaga with him had ha se chosen. Iu
the evening, about aigh-t o'clock, hoe sent
bis checks down for the trunks, but oe
had disappoared, and the evidence went
to show that it had been stolen, for some
weoks aftorwards it was found at Clinton
dispoîled of its contents. Iu an action
agaiust the colnpauy to recever the value
of the lest articles, the jury gava him a
verdict for $5 7.20. In term a new trial
was ordared, upen payment of cests; this
was appaed against, and after argument
it was held that the defendants were not
lesponsible ; that their duties as cemmon

carriers ended when the trunks had beau
placed on the platform and the plaintiff
bad had a reasonable time to remoVa tbem,
as lie clearly had haro, thora baing no,
necessity for bis putting them into the
baggaga-rooin ; a nonsuit was therefore
directed : Ponton v. Grand Trunk R. W.,,
28 U.C.Q.B. 967. In Campb~ell agaiust the
same company, argued during Hilary
Termn of this yoar, the plaintiff took a
ticket at London and checkod bis baggage
te Toronto: ho stopped on the way se
that whou bis trunk arrived at Toronto
ha was not thora te roceive it. The com-
pauy plaed it in thair baggage-roomi,
whonce it was stolen after two days : the
Court, without hearing counsol for the
dofendants, made absoluta a mbl nidi for
a nonsuit.

Wharc it is proVocI te be the custom of
the porters in the enîploy of the company
te assist passengers at the station te ebtain
cabs within the station grounds, and,
place their baggago therein, the liability
of the cempany will bc suuîewhat extend-
ed. Thus, whera this custom prevailed,
the plaintiff bad with bim lu the car a
carpet-bag containing a largo sumu of
noney, and ha kept it lu bis ewn posses-.
sien until alighting at the terminus in
London. On stapping out of the carniage
with the bag ho sufaerada porter of the
compauy te take it from hlm, for the
purpose ef sacuring a cab. Tha porter
having feund a cab withiu the station
grounds, placed the bag in it, and return-
ed te the platform te get the othar baggaga
ef the plaintiff. Meanwhile, cabhy dis-
appeared, andi the bag and ail that was
theraîn wera lest. It was held that this
was a loss through the nogleot of the cem-
pany, and that they were liable therefor
lu damages: the court considering that
the bag had beau dalivared te the eom-
pany to. bc carried and that there, had
beau ne ra-de]ivery te the plaintif;, and
being unable te distinguish between this
and tIse dressing.case in Richards v. Lon-
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