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the line of propellors to receive and transport it,
“Were well known to the officers of the road, but
Teither the consignor, consignee, or the station
Master at Jackson, were informed on this sub-
-Ject. The wool was carried over the road to
the depot in Detroit, and remained there for
Period of gix days, when it was destroyed by an
ccidental fire. During all the time it was in
the depot it was ready to be delivered for fur-
t.her transportation to the carrier upon the route
ndicated. The charter of the company which
Was pleaded and offered in evidence, contains a
“clause, that in all cases the company shall be
Tesponsible for goods on deposit in any of their
“depots awaiting delivery, as warchousemen, and
1ot ag commen carriers.
On this state of facts the Circuit Court re-
d to charge the jury that the liability of
the plaintiffs in error was the limited one of 8
‘Warehonseman importing only ordinary care,
}"‘Jt- on the contrary, charged that they were
}lable for the wool as common carriers during
its transportation from Jackson to Detroit, and
After its arrival there, for such reasouable time
2, according to their usual course of business
Under the actual circumstances in which they
heid the wool, ‘would enable them to deliver it
1o the next carrier in the line, but that the de-
endants in error took the risk of the mext
e‘}"’iet line not being resdy and willing to take
%2id wool, and submitted to the jury to say
f’hether, under all the circumstances of the case
1n evidence before them, such reasonable time
124 elapsed before the occurrence of the fire.
It is not necessary in the state of this record
£0 into the general subject of the duty of the
Carriers in respect to goods in their custody
"!‘1011 have arrived at their final destination.
erent views have been entertained by differ-
0t jurists of what the carrier is required to do
V}len the transit is ended in order to terminate
1““_ lability, but there is not this difference of
Pinion in relation to the rule which is applic-
ble while the property is in process of trans-
Portation from the place of its receipt to the
Place of its destination.

thln such cases it is the duty of the carrier, in
® absence of any special contract, to carTy
;‘fely to the end of his line and to deliver to the
li:x? carrier in the route beyond. This rule of
bility is adopted generally by the courts in
18 country, although in England st the
pm,“nt time, and in some of the States of the
uion, the disposition is to treat the obligation
eont:'“ ?arrier who first receives the goods as
u inuing throughout the entire route. It 18
n ate for the interests of commerce that

there is any diversity of opiniox; on such a sub-
ject, especinlly in this country, but the rule
that holds the carrier only liable to the extent
of his own Toute, and for the safe storage and
delivery to the next carrier, is in itself so just
and reasonable that we do not hesitate to give
it our sanction. Public policy, however, Te-
quires that the rule should be enforced, and.
will not allow the carrier to escape responsi-
bility on storing the goods at the end of his
route, without delivery, or an attempt to de-
liver, to the connecting carrier. If there bea
necessity for storage, it will be considered &
mere accessory to the transportation, and not as
ckanging the nature of the bailment. It is
very clear that the simple deposit of the goods
by the carrier in his depot, unaccompanied by
an act indicating an intention to renounce the
obligation of a carrier, will not change or
modify even his liability. It may be that cir-
cumstances may arise after the goods have
reached the depot which would justify the
carrier in warehousing them, but if he had
reasonable grounds to anticipate the occurrence
of these adverse circumstances when he received
the goods, he cannot, by storing them, change
his relation towards them.

Testing the case in hand by these well.settled
principles, it is apparent that the plaintiffs in
etror are not relieved of their proper responsi-
bility, unless, through the provisions of their
charter, or by the terms of the receipt which
was given when they received the wool. They
neither delivered nor offered to deliver the wool
to the propeller comprny. Nor did they do
any act manifesting an intention to divest
themselves of the character of carrier and
assume that cf forwarder.

Ttis insisted that the offer to deliver would
have been a useless azt, because of the inability
of the line of propellers, with their means of
transportation, to receive and tramsport the
freight which had already accumulated at the
Michigan Central depot for shipment by lake.
One answer to this proposition is, that the com-
pany had no right to assume, in discharge of its
obligation to this defendant, that an offer to
deliver this particular shipment would have
been met by a refussl to receive. Apart from
this, how can the company set up, by way of
defence, this limited ability of the propeller
line, when the officers of the road knew of it at
the time the contract of carrisge was entered
into and the other party to the contract had no
information on the subject ! ’

It is said, in reply to this gbjection, that the
company could not have refused to receive the
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