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tise lUna of propellors to receive and transport it,

*Wra wall knowu to the officers of the road, but

laither the consignor, consignee, or the station

raater at Jackson, were informed .on this Sub-
jet Tisa wool was carried over tise road to

tise depot in Detroit, and romaine d tisera for a

Period of six days, when it was destroyed by an

I.Cidental fire. During aIl the time it was in~

ýhe depot it was ready to be delivered for fur-
thise transportation to tise carrier upon the route

ificated. Thse charter of thse company 'which
'WM Pleaded and offered in evîdence, contailis a

*clause, that in aIl cases tise company sisail ho

le8ponsible for goods ou deposit iu sny of tiseir

'dePOts awaiting delivery, as wareisousemen, and

'lot as common carriers.

()n this state of facts tisa Circuit Court Te-

fnsed to charge the jury that the liabilîty of

tisa Plaintiffs in error was the limited one of a

'warebollseman importing only ordinary care,

'but, 'On tisa contrary, charged tisat they were

liable for the wool as common carriers diuring
ite transportation from Jackson to Detroit, and

'after its arrivai there, for suds reasouable time

le Sccording to their usual course of business,

linder the actual circumistances in wbich they

haeld tise wool, -would enable tbem to deliver it

'th ie next carrier in the lino, but that tise de-

fe'dax1 ta in error took the risk of the next

earr1ier lina not being ready and willing to take

laid Wool, and submitted to tise jury to say

Wisatier, under ail the circumstances of tise case

'I a-vidence befora them, such reasonable time

b1ad elapsed before thse occurrence of the fine.

It is not uaecessary in tha state of this record

o into the ganeral subject of tha duty of tise

*1triers li respect to goode in thein custody
Wisich have arnived at tiseir final destination.

D>Ifferent views hava been entertained by differ-

'eut julias of what the carrier is required to do

"*bsen tise transit is ended in ordor to terniinate

"'a8 liabiîity, but there is not this difference of
'opinion in relation to the rule whicis is applie-

MI'- While the propeity is i process of trans5

P)OrtatiOni from the place of its receipt to the

Pla4ce of its destination.

111 sncb cases it is the duty of the carrier, i
.tise absence of any special contract, to carry

ftfely to tha end of bis lino and to deliver to tise

liait carrier lu tise route beyond. This mile Of
liability is adopted generally by tisa courts in

lO' ountry, altisoughis n England at the

PPeselnt time, and in some of the Stateà of the
tise disposition is to treat the obligationi

of hO carrier wiso firat receives the goods 88

'ntitiiiing throughont tise entire route. It is
"Iff(rttusate for thse iterests of commerce thât

there is any diversity of opinion on sucb a sub-

ject, especially in this country, but the rule

that holds the çarrier only liable to the extent

of bis own foute, and for the safe storage and.

delivery to the next carrier, is ini itself s0 jiist

and reasonable that we do not hesitate to give

it our sanction. Public policy, however, Te-

qires that the rule should ho enforced, and
will flot allow the carrer to escape responsi-

bility on storing the goods at the end of his

route, without delivery, or an attempt to de-

liver, to the counecting carrier. If there ho a.

necessity for storage, it will be considered. a

inere accessory to the transportation , sud not as

changingr the nature of the bailment. It is

very clear that the simple deposit of the goods

l'y the carrier in lis depot, unaccompanied by

ai, act indicating an intention to renounce the

Obligation of a carrier, will not change or

modify even bis liability. It miay ho that cir-

cunhstances may arise after the goods have

reached tile depot which Yçould justify the

carrier lu warehousing them, but if ha had
reasonable grounds to anticipate the occurrence

Of these adverse circumstances when ho received

the goods, ha cannot, by storing tbem, change

his relation towards theru.

Testing the case in hand by thase well.settled

priniciples, it is apparent that tise plaintiffs in
error are not relieved of their pruper respohisi-

bility, unless, through the provisionis of their

charter, or by tha ternis of the re ceipt which

was given when they received the wool. They
neither delivered nor offered to deliver the wool

to the propeller comnfiy. Nor did they do

any aet manifesting an intention to divest

themselves of the character of carrier and

assuma that cf forwarder.

It la insisted that the offer to deliver would
have heen a useless art, because of the inability

of the line of propellers, with their means of
transportation, to recaive aud transport the

freight wbich had already accuusulated at the

Mlichigan Central depot for shipment by lake.
One answer to this proposition is, that the com-
pany had no riglit to assume, in discharge of itg

obligation to this defendant, that an offer to
deliver this particular aliipmaiit woxild have

beau met by a refusal to receiva. Apart froni

this, how eau tha company sat up, by way ô*f

defeinca, this limitad ability of thse propeller

lina, when the offi cers of the road knew of it at

thse tima the contract of carniage wua entered

into and the other Party to thse contract had ne

information on tise subject Y
It is Maid. in raply to this Qbjecti0fl, tisat the

company could not have refused to recelve the


