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Illinois. In Massachusetts it bas been ignored
under their statute. Bre .Extr .B
Co., 98 Mass. 414. The leading case (aud in
fact the only case) in New York, which recog-
nizes this doctrine is, BRyan v. es Yorko
Central B. B. Co., 35 N. Y. 210. In this
case it appeared that, by the negligent man-
agemnent of the engine, tire was comSunîcated
to a wood-shed of the company, and theuce to
the house of plaintiff which was destroyed;
7êeld, that the buruing of the bouse was too
remote a consequence of the company's negli-
gence to render it liable therefor,

This case was folwed sud'approved uin
-Penn. B. B> Co. v. Kferr, 1 Ain. Rop. 431
(62 Pa. 853). lu this case a warehouse,
situated near the railroad track, was set on
lire by sparks from one of the comapany's loco-
motives, aud the lire was communicated from
the warehouse to a hotel which was also con-
sumed. ffeld, that the compauy was not
liable for the destruction of the hotel by reason
of the injury being too remote. In Toledo,
P. and W. B. B. C2o. V. -Pindar, to appear lu
5 Arn. Rep. (53 Ill. 447), it appeared that a
building belonging to the company was set on
lire negligeutly by a locomotive, and from the
burning building fire was blown across the
street, sud thien communicated to the bouse of
the plaintiff. lleld, that the question whether
the injury was too remote was for the jury.
Tbis is the extent of tbe reported adjudication
on this most interested aud complicated ques-
tion of direct and remote damages. At com-
mou law, if a man built a lire ou his own lands
and shlow it uegligently te escape, bie will he
fiable for the injury resulting thereby to bis
neighbors. Turbenville v. jStcmps, 1 Ld.
Raym. 264; s. c,, 3 Salk. 18; -Pantain v.
Igkam, id. 19 ; C om. Dig. Actions for Negli-
geuce, A. 6. But there must ba a line some-
where, where tbe liahility ends, else private
individuals sud corporations run hazards of
wbich tbey littie dream; sud our courts, ni-
versally, inay find an emergeriey iu wbich
they will bo compelled to recognizib sonie such
doctrine as bas been laid dowu positively in
New York sud Penusylvania, sud condition-
ally iu Illunois.

Finally, we corne to the adjudications upon
the liability of railroads for daiage from tire
communicated hy locomotives to goods in their
charge as common carriers or warebousemen.
Iu 9toinwig v. BErie R. R. Co., 3 Ain. Rep. 678
(43 N. Y. 123) tbe plaintiff shipped good'i over
tbe defendant's railroad. By s clause in the
bill of hading, tbe defeudaut was iýeleascd from
liability " frorn damage or loss of any article
from or by lire or explosion of any kind."
Th-, goods wcre destroyed while ou one of
defeuidaut's trains, by lire, whicb caugbt from
a spark from the englue of the train, JIeld,1
that the defendants were not, by the stipulation
in the bll of ladiug, releasod from liability for
loss arising frorn its owu negligence. lu
Barron v. Eldridge, 1 Ain. Rep. 126 (100
Muss. 4ffl, it appeared that foeur in sheds sud

grain iu olevators in the possession of dlefen-
daut railroad company were burned by fire
communicated by a locomotive of the coin-
pany. Lt appeared further that the foeur shedsi
were situated near the track sud were of com-
bustible material, that the lire was commun,-
cated lirst to those sheds sud then to the
warebouse or elevator, a distance of 250 feet.
ffeld, that the cumpany were guiity of negli-
gence as to the grain iu the elevators, but that
it was a question for the jury wbether the -:
wore guihty of negligence as to the foeur ilu

'sheds. These latter cases are governed sorne-
what by the special coutract or relation of
carrier or warehousemeu aud patron. The
great question whicb arises, however, on the
liability of railroad companies for fires comn-
naunicated by their locomotives has been
when the relation is that of corporation to
individuals iudependent of special coutract,
wbich we bave already fully disciassed.-
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FIRES COMMIJNICATED BY LOCOMO-
TIVES - PROXIMATE AND REMOTE
DAMAxE ý.

.iu a recept article (ante, p. 309) we took
occasion to discuss iu a gerieral way the lia-
bility of railway cumpanies for lossas by lire,
commnicaieted from locomotives We now
propose .to consider more delinitely sud
tboroughly the question of proximate aud
renaote, or direct sud indirect injuries, in con-
nection with the liabilities of raîlway compa-
nies. As we stated in the article ahove re-
ferred to, the adjudication upon this precise
point la exceedingly limited, there being oniy
three casesa reported iu which the question
(indepeudent of statutory regulations as iu
Massachusetts) has beau presented for j udiclal
determiinination in America, aud not a single
case lu which. it has beeu so preseuted in
Eng1and. As Judge Hlunt remarked lu Byan
v. Y. Y. Central B. B. Go., 35 N. Y. 210,
t"it will not be useful furtber to refer tu the
authorities," sud an examination, of tbe sub-
ject upon principle, will be tbe only metbod
which can evolve the true mile of law regulat-
in- cases of this character. Itilatrue that Cie
question canuot be called au open one in New
York or Penusylvaniia, nor possibly lu Illinois;
but lu England, sud iu tbe great majority ef
the Amierican States, it is not only novel, but
unadjudicated-not oniy uew but open,. lu
New York and Penusylvania not only bas the
distinction between proximate sud remote in-
juries from lires commiunicated by locomotives,
sud a corresponding limitation of liabllity beaui
recognized, but the courts bave taken it upon
themeselves to declare where the li of demara-
ation sball be drawn. Sec cases cited âupra.
Lu Illinois, the Supreme Court, whihe acknow-

Ryan v. New York Centrai R. B. Co. , 35 N, Y. 210; Pen,.
B1 ' Co. v. Kerr, 1 Arn. Rep. 431, (62 Pa. 353); Toledo,
etc., R. k, Co. y~. Plnar, 5. Am. lisp. (53 1211 41.)
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