
JIAMEL v. GRAND TRUNK R.W. VO. 1'2,17

was present when hiW trnk arrivd at the staion, ami amsiWd

in remnoving it into the baggage room tu 1e kept for hhm. lIe
b.d a reasonale opportunity Io take it away, buit lie dild nut
avait himself of it, but had it rmuxnd into the baggage roi fur
his ovn convenience. The Court held that in thime vireuim
sances the railroad had ceased to be the oarrier (if the trunlk and
had assumned the eharacter of waeosicand the truuk hav-
ing been ini a fewv hours after felonious1y stolen, the uonripany
were not liable. The case is oited for thiS putrpo)sei, and is fo[-
lowe lu nVineb)Qrg -v. Grand Truink R.W.V ('o., 13 A.R. 93, where
it la laid down that the duty of the coînpany A tu have the
baggage readY for dehlivery ait thie uisual place, until the om-ner
ean, in the exercise of due diligence, cai for and reeeive it.

The question of wvhat is a rrasonable lime willreue tu be
modified whien the railway con aats un the new provisions
nmdc for the transport of baggaige by the B3oard tif Raièvay
Comimissioners in hune, 1908. Trhese iay be found set forth in

Jacb'sRaiwayLaw' of Canada, p). 736. By rulle 7(d) it is
provided that 'passengers can f'requently expedite the nmove-
nieut of baggage by presning saine for checking for one train

lu .i advance of that on whilh they expert to lraveL" The

agent at Chicago ehecked téis baggage in advance, and tal! the

plaintiff that shie was ineiurring no risk in sending the trunk in
Mjat way and that she inight be sure hier trnnik would Ibe safe.
Taking ht that it lias been proved, (wihis not the cae.that,
the trunk reached At destination at 11awkesbuiry after t; p.m.,

on the 14th April, and that it wais destroyed hy tire without nieg-
ligence on the part of the comnpany abot 10 occkthat e
mlght, it cannot lw said that that interva~i of four hoim was
guMeint Wo change the status of the railway frmi "ariers into

that of arhsenwhen it was known to the eoinpany that

the owner wvas coming by another train on a later day f romn

Chicago to Hiawkesbury. An this ground 1 wmOd affrrn tde
judgment below, and it may well be siipported on othe(r grotinda.
-iauniiss the appeal withi costa.

,TVHTFORD and MJI>1DLET0N, JJ., coneurred.


