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niglit, and they are.- destroyed by flue
withbut its fault, the company i.s not
liable.

The liability of the carrier for delivery
of through freiglit to the succeeding car-
rier has been discussed in several recent
eases. In Lawrence v. Winola aned St.
Peter R. R. Go., 2 Am. Rep. i30 (15 Minn.
390), it was held that while ini the absence
of a, special agreemnent a carrier is only
liable to the extent of his route, anid for
safe store ge and d elivery to the next car-
rier, yet, if lie stores the goods in his own
warehouse, at the end-of his hune, withoîît
delivery or notice or attempt to deliver to
the next carrier, bis liabiity as carrier
continues. In Milis et ai. v. The Mici-
gan Central R. R. Go., 6 Arn. IRep. 15-9
(45 N. Y. 622), it wvas held that where
defendant, a carrier of goods destitied to
a 'oint beyond its line, had transported
them to the end of its route, and given
the usual notice te the succeeding carrier,
a line of vessels, and the goods were, d es-
troyed on the evening following their ar-
irival, and while in defendant's p)ossession,
although defendant was ready to deliver
the goods to the sîîcceeding carrier, yet it
was liable, as commnon carrier, for a
reasonable time until, according to the

- usual course of business, a vessel of the
mucceeding carrier could arrive to take the
gooda.

Travellers have a reasonable tueé to,
daim, and rernove their baggacge; and
whnt is sudh reasonable time depends
upon the circurnstances of each case.
After sudh reasonable tirne has elapsed
the liability as carrier ceases, and that of
warehousenian begi-ns: Mote v. Chicago
4 Ncrthwestern R. R. Go., 1 Arn. Rep.
212 (27 Iowa, 22); Burnell v. N. Y.
Central R. R. Go., 6. Arn. Rep. 61 (48
N. Y. 154). B3ut the baggage inust be
placed in e sectire warehouse to exonerate
the cornpany froni liability as carrier.
Bartholomew v. St. Louis and B. R. R.
Co., 5 Amn. Rep. 45 (5 Ill. 227); G/i-
cago 4~ G. R. R. Co. v. Fairclou-gl, 52
ElI. 106. In Burneil v. R. R. Co., supra,
plaintiff called for his baggage on the
second day after its arrivaI, and the New
York court of appeals held that the
liabiity of the cornpany as carriers had
cesed, and the liability of warehouse-
man had begun. Express companies are
held to a strict«e liability, in respect to
delivery, than carriers by vessel or by rail-

way cars. The rule of liability ie essen-
tially the sanie, but in its application a
longer tirne is allowed before the respon-
sibility as insurer ceases; and as express
cornpanies are bound to make distribution
and '-delivery .at the consignee's place of
business or resid ence, reasonable diligence
mnust be exercised in flnding the eonsignee
before the liability as insurer ceases.
W/dtbeek v. Hûlland, 6 Arn. iRep. 23
(45 N.Y. 13). After sucli. diligence in
flnding the consignee the liability as
warehousernan attaches, and that of car-
rier ceases. Weed v. Barney, 6 Arn. Rep.
96 (45 N. Y. 344.)-Albany Lawv Jour-
nal.
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FÂLLE v. TUE CoRPOrtÂTION OP TEEY TowN or

Streets i 2'own-Juridiction over to clo8e up-Ms*.
.Act, sec. 320-Construction of.

The Corporation of the Town of Tilsonburg
passed a By-law to, close up 250 feet of a street
within its limits, calIed Cranberry street, sub-
stituting therefor New street ; the street form-
ing part of a road running through different
townships in the couuty into the Town.

Held, that the couuty hadt not sole jurisdic-
tien over the whole road ; but that the Town
had jurisdiction over the part within its limita,
and therefore had power to close it up.

HelU, aise, that sec. 320 of the Mun. Act
dees net apply to persona whose lands do net
abut on the portion of the road. closed. up,
although they may have lauds on another part
of it.

PUIERTELL Y. BOILÂ.

Ejeotnsent-Pormr Tecopory-B#topp.L

lu ejectinent plaintiff claimed under a mort-
gage made by defendlant, and defendant uiider
a deeci from the plaintiff-tle xnortgage having
been given te becure part of the purcha,9
money. Defendant proved a judginent in &S'
action ef covenant brought by the plaintiff
against defendant on this mortgage te, recoyer
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