
TnE LAST EviD)ENcE ACT 0F ONTARIO-TRAVELTING BY RAIL.

p roceeding. But where it may follow
by the direct legal consequence of the
offence, it wouid invoive the anomaiy
,of making the offence civil or criminal.
according to the preliminary view which
the magistrate chose to take of the
,complaint " (p. 29.)

The next section repeals sub-sectien (e)
,of section 5 of the Evidence Act of 1869,
and tbe last section, which was addeci, wc
believe, in cemmittee prevides that in

uisby or against the representatives of
persons deceased, the evîdence of the
opposite party in respect of any matter
occurring before the deathi of such deceased
person shall net be sufficient te ebtain a
verdict upen, unless it be corroberated by
some ether material evidence. Till quite
rccently, this might be said to bDe the well
undcrstood rule of the English and Irish
Courts. It bas been decided again and
again that the Court is not prone to act
on evîdence ef conversations- with a de-
ceased persen, and will neyer give a

plaintif anything upen bis ewn uncerre-
berated stateinent against anether after
that ether's deathi: See Rogers v. -Powell,
38 L. J., N. S.; Hlartford v. -Power
'Ir. L. R., 3 Eq. 602; and see the cases
ýcited1 in Nerth weed v. Keating, 18 Gr.
669. In one of the cases there neted
Grant v. Grant, 34 Drew 623, the
Master of the iReis laid it dewn broadly
that the Court will net act upen the un-
supported testimony of a claimant upen
the estate of a person deceased. To thîs,
bowever, exception bas been taken by
Wickens, V. C., wbo says in Brewne v.
Collins, 21 W. jR. 222, that be considers
sncb evidence theugh unsupperted, ad-
missible, and thiat in giving effeet te it,
tbe nature of tbe case and a great many
other circumstances may -very inucli affect
ýthe feeling of tbe Court, as a juryman, on
,the subject.

TRAVELLING BY RAIL.
[cONTIN-UED.]

As a general mile, which bewever bas
exceptions as every ether general mule, it
may be assumed that carriers-including
Railway Coinpanies-are beund, generally
speaking, either te makze actual delivery
of the goeds carried by them, or te give
notice te t1ie censignee ef their safe arrivai,
and afferd bim measenable time and op-
pertunity te see te bis property and pro-
vide for his own iuterests, before the mes-
ponsibility fer tbe safety of the geods
which rests upen theru terminates: Mac-
aulay, J. in MeKay v. Leckert, 4 0. S.
407. And tbis doctrine was affirmed by
Draper, C. J., in O'Ne ill v. Great TYesterr,
R. WV., 7 C. P. 207. -But when the
Company~ bas llothing furtber te de with
the geeds as carriers, tbey have ne further
responsîbility attacbing te thera as sucb..
Sheplwrd v. Bristol and Eeter R. W.,
L. R. 3 Ex. 189. And wbere a cempany
receîved goods in Buffalo te be carried by
them as common carriers te iBrantford,
and at Brantford the goods were burnt
up with the bended warebouse in wbich
tbey were stored under control of the
Company, tbe defendants, the Court of
Common Pleas beki that the defendants'
liability as common carriers bad ceased
upen the geeds being stored in the ware-
bouse, wbere, ini the contemplation of the
parties, tbey were te be placed, and tbat
they thien became liablelas wamebousemen,
and were therefore net liable as cemmon
carriers fer the loss sustained by the
plaintiff; nor were they bound te give
plaintiff notice of the arrivai at Brant-
ford station, as the plaintiff was net en-
titled te demand or receive tbem. except
tbrougb the custom-house officer: Bowie
v. Buaffaoe, Brantford and Gederich R.
W., 7 C. P. 191. lI O'Neill v. Great
Western R. W., 7 C.P. 207, and Inman

v. Buffalo and Lake Huron R. W., 7 C.
P. 325, it was clearly laid down that in
case of bonded goods the Railway Cern-
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