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C~oleman v. Ilh11, 10 0. R1. 178. 1 have in Kendrick v. Barkey, 9 0.

W. R. 3~,gvnsouile account of the cases.

Thoe deednsin the Sales; case based their contention

upon the xpes proisionis in the Grand Trunk Raitway shipping

bill, el. 11, thai;t t1ic G rand Trunk Ilailway C'ompany " is to, act only

asý aigenit (if the owner- of the goods as to that portion of the said

ratercqurcdto îiîeeut the chiar-gs of other carriers beyond the comn-

pany's11 fne" ndtht 'it handing over the goods to the connecting

carrierl tue Grandii( Trnk Railway Conmpany " shal be held to be

the agent >f' tht1w nrth argument being that the Grand

Truai1a a 'oinpanY handedl over the gootîs to the L~ake Eric

aind I>troit H I L . C(o. under Thie ternis of titeir sIîippingbill

ais aigti (f t0e ç%wer, and eosqctythe owncr, througi bis

agent pr \Wt Ie, entcredo into the conitracit with the Lake Fric,
etc. ('o reled uon ly thm. fet wa-iven to titis contention:

se '21 S. C. Ri. ati p. (;-î. . . No suteh provision is found iii

tht', uontrt in thti'ipreteht case; the Dominion Express Co. is not

mieiii the, agen ut t owner to enter into a contruet for him witbi

1111 other- euav. . . The 1 'Dominion Express C'o. is

neiie genti nor) prinuipal of the' connccting carrier, but the con-

neetig carier isth'agn of thei. plaint i f. Ani whierc tht' stipu-

lationi is madelq w1iiîcvr the dvfendlants herie, thiere is 110 provi-

sinfor. vgc ait ail if. woîuld bel absurd to uonlsidler that wvleîî

tu xpeseoilipfll piaev the goots in question upon the car

otut' dufvindants they wiere avting as ag-ents of the plaintif! ani

1As il- onitretoirS withl hii.

No dfene eu b baed ponl the clauise in the aigrecîent he-

twcen tht' t comlpaies (sec 1 thta the (,,,press copn wihl

akssume ail reposiilt andt satisf'Y ai valid elaii]us for tht' loss

o!f or duaeteprsiautter in its charge o nd wvihl bold

lîr iesati( keeplcînfe thei ra;ilwaiY conpaiiy igainst any

ela~n . ordamge .w1hiei 111:1 bo occansionied 1wv acci-

d nt 1 rains nic ralay.. " eni v. Grand Trnnk

IZ W, C'o., .- ii. P. 4Î7.

Ia 1111,11n ~olduliati tr uplon any fact, I find

t hat tht' vidnt of t1c pliaîntiff is whiolly to be relied ulpon.

I ;l arn wilc with tI e f1viee as to value.

Tueb( liifl wl have, judginent for the eqiivalent În our

mnvof,0 i600 Goifancs ai eosts.


