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baggage placed at the passengers request in the saie coin-partmnent in which he intends to travel, and cannot be made
tu compensate him if baggage sç placed is lost or stolen without
an neghigence on its part.

The American authorities seemn to agree that a railroad is flot
responsible as a cornmon carrier for an article of personal bag-
gYage kept by a passenger exclusively within his control, unless
the loss ar _ýes frorn the negleet of its agents and servants, thus
regarding the carrier in such a case as a bailee for hire and flot
an insurer. B3ut in the following case negligence of the carrier
was held ta, be proved, and he %vas held liable, Niz.: \Vhiere a pas-
senger, on leav'ing the car at a station for the purpose of getting
his dinner, inquired of an einployee in the car whether his bag.
gage would be safe if left in the car, and wvas to]d ta leave it
there; that it would be safe. lie left it in the car, and on his
return found that the car hiad been dletached fron., the train and
his baggage rernoved to another car, where lie could have a sent.
on going to, this car he found only part of his baggage. No no-
tice of the change liad previotisly been giveni ta hiini. In Hait-
ilibail, etc., R. Co. v. Stvift, baggage and munitions of %var were
bcing transported by the Meendiant railroad, and it %vas tirged
that ehe carrier wvas noc liable as sucli for their ioss, because a
giiard of soldiers %vent with the train ta protect the property from
tht public enerny. liut the court said :'The contrai and mian-
.igeint of the car or of the train by the servants andi etnployees

othe coinpany %were not inipeded or interfereti with ; and v, here
no 3tich interférence is attemipted, it can never be a grounti for
iiiiiititl,Ï the responisibility (;f the carrier that the owner of the
property acconipzinies it ati keeps a watchful lookout for its

(c Ail the books agree that if the negligetice of the passe-n-
g(:r conduces ta the loqs of the gouds, the carrier is not respan.
sible.' Thug wvhere a passenger, on Ieaving the train at his
destination, forgn~t ta take his ovt±rcoat, whclf lie had placed on
the~ sent beside hini, the ca it: wvas helti not hable, the court
saving; The loss in this case occurreti through the graiss tiegleet
of the plaintiff. Common sense andi attention oii his part would
have preventeti it. A passenger imight as reascinably complain
because lie lad forgotten ta leave the cars nt the point of desti-
nation andi been carrieti beyond it, as to do so in a case like the


