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YOnti the termaination Of its own line, ther

0ft Peade b its duty as a common carnie
of~ a0 dSl 'der by the connecting line, thai
ca 'elver safeîy the goods te such line-thg

tkytcrrier on the route beyond. This forwardin'U1191 dUtY arises from the obligation imaplie(intIng the goode for tepitbyn t wthae Th * nrro law imposes no greater dut3thi this* If more is expected froin the com.»ally. receiving the shipinent, there muet be o
6peialagrenintfor it. Thisise the doctrinE

'ty ta adp'd Engîand and in some of the
'vas said in Railroad Co. v. Manu-

Of "i'g Co., " it is unifortunate for the interests
Opicorainerce tbat there is any div ersity of1011 OU such a subject, especialîy in this1 .ourtry, but the mile t bat holds the carrier orily

Saleto th extent of his own route, and for theFae o
iSl ge and delivery te the next carrier, is

hei 4 5tef10 just and reasonable that we do notretae tOgive it Our sanction." 16 Wall. 324.
21doctrine Was approved in the subse-

elt 0fg th-ratt v. Railroad Co., 22 Wall. 123,
throllgh th e contract there was to carry

0f 0h hole route. Such a contract may,
cQlui~ be 1 made with any one of different

"eCorjf hues. There is no objection in Iaw
hulit15 ra<t Of the kind, with ifs attendant lia-
104 Jj S.ee also0 IlaUrance Co. v. Railroad Co.,

he.157.
t,,, e &1eleral doctrine then as te, the transporta-

4180bY nijorty f te Satecourts,tO its Co h, ta ahrdcningitself

th euIIioulaw liability, 1 nybound, in0'fe at 8Pecial contract, to safely carry4eX waroute and safely te deliver to the
li cta Ig crrier, but that any one ofl'tie alia agree that over the whole

of a " ilt Fialî extend. In the absence
bill wîaî aree eut te that effeet, such lia-
tiot i~ .1 not attc a

10ee11erd froi , nd the agreement willati ludoubtful expressions or
f4% gagebut uuily froin clear and. satis-

]lot ae~dUe 0 lthough a railroad company
e x e f 00 "u carrier of live animale in the'

Ir@]a U8lies. b a carrier of goods, itqre Weuu e'ng in many respects different,
it 'rtaes gnerllyte carry suc

ovrwty80 far as the route is con-Chl the freight le te be carried.

In the present case the court below held that
r by its .receipt, construed in the light of the
L circumstances under which it was given, the

Michigan Central Railroad Company assumed
-the responsibility of transporting the cattie

over the whole route from, Chicago to Philadel-
iphia. It did flot submit the receipt with
revidence of attendant circumestances to- the jury
*to determine whether such a through contract

was made. It ruled that the receipt itself
constituted such a contract. In this respect it

*erred. The receipt does not, on its face, import
any bargain to carry the freiglit through. It
does not say that the freiglit is to be transported
to Philadtdphia or that it was received for

*transportation there. It only says that it te
consigned to the order of Paris Myrick, and that
the Blai<ers at Philadeiphia are to be notified.
And after the description of the property, it
adds: "tMarked and described as above (con-
tents and value otherwise unknown) for trans-
portation by the Michigan Central pIlailroad
Company to the warehouse at--," leaving
the place blank. This blank may have been
intendtd for the insertion of some place on the
road of the company, or at its termination. It
cannot be assumed by the court, in the absence
of evidence on the point, that it was intended
for the place of the final destination of the
cattle. On the margin of the receipt is the
[ollowing: "NoTIca-Se-e rules of transporta-
tion on the back hereof." And among the rules
is one declaricg that goods consigned to any
place off the cornpany's Une, or beyond it, would
be sent forward by carrier or freightman, when
there are sucli, in the usual manner, the comn-
pany acting for that purpose as the agent of
the consignor or consignes and not as carrier;
and that the company would not be responsible

or any ose, damage, or injury te the property

warehouse or station. Though this rule, brought
to the knowledge of the shipper, might not
limait the liability imposed by a specific through
contract, yet it would tend te, rebut any infer-
ence of such a contract from the recelpt of
goods marked for a place beyond the road of
the company.

The doctrine invoked by the plaintiff's couni-
sel against the limitation by contract of the
common law responsibility of carriers has no
application. There is, as already stated, no coin-
mon-law rersponsibility devolving upon any
carrier te, transport goods over other than its
own lines, and the laws of Illinois restricting
the right to limait sncb responsibiîity do not
therefore touch the case. Nor was the coin-
mon-law liability of the defendant corporation
eniarged by the fact that a notice of the charges
for through transportation was posted in the
defendant's station-bouse at Chicago. Such
notices are usually found in statioa on Unmes


