THE LEGAL NEWS.

11

be
isi:;gr:gse;ermi.nation of its own line, there
tof g gy to its duty as a common carrier
is, to doliy el‘warder by the connecting line, that
canr] T safely the goods to such line—the
wa, “dingde: On. the route beyond. This for-
in takin, Uty arises from the obligation implied
ling, € the goods for the point beyond its own
an thise cognmon law imposes o greater duty
y. tec;ivi more is .expected from the com-
cial ﬂgreeng the slflpment, there must be a
is Courtment for it. This is the doctrine
lity i agor” al.though a different rule of liali-
State, Opted in England and in some of the
fmunfn C‘;i “’3'8 8aid in Railroad Co. v. Manu-
of 9 Co, ujt ig unfortunate for the interests
on g that ther'e is any ‘diversity of
 but t‘}’fh a Sllb_]e(%t, especially in this
€ rule that holds the carrier only
€ extent of his own route, and for the
in § 1 soe‘ and de“very to the next carrier, is
hesit&t J‘}St and reasonable that we do not
This 4 517¢ it our sanction” 16 Wall. 324,
Ue cas:"tf"ne Was approved in the subse-
alth, b Ot Prait v. Railroad Co., 22 Wall. 123,
n"‘)ugh th ¢ contract there was to carry
of ¢q rae ¢ Whole route. Such a contract may,
“ﬂectin, ]‘f Made with any one of different
t? a °°Dtr§c tllleii. There is no objection in law
bllitie . Se of the kind, with its attendant lia-
8. 15'; 8180 Insurance Co. v. Raitroad Co.,

Compy,
. erce
oplni0n

Couyg,
liap)q

8 rag

e
tiog 1, 3:2&&1 doctrine then as to the transporta-
anq algg Thecting lines, approved by this court,
o to); hf‘ Majority of the State courts,
Y ity e 18, that each road, confining itself

Omm A
zhe nce z’;‘law liability, is only bound, in
nVer own a :pecml contract, to safely carry
t:e connectiou ¢ and safely to deliver to the

'np&niegng carrier, but that any one of
e jtg linh ' Ay agree that over the whole
:fag i ity shall exteng. In the absence
nm Wil n:tg“eement to that effect, such lia-
Ot b infep, e:ttach, and the agreement will

from doubtfy) expressions or

¢, bug
Iy evi y ounly from clear and- sati

i ide satis-
% not nce, Although a railroad company

comp,
. on 0 N . . .
© ge se Otfmer of live animals in the

n t .
;elpon litieg ;t.lt 18 & carrier of goods, itg
&:\; z en it l‘ll\demg in many respects different,
“'llge t { .a“umeerhkes generally to carry such
cennedObhg'ti On:' under gimilar conditions, the
O¥er whic) 80 far as the route is con-
the freight is to be carried.

In the present case the court below held that
by its receipt, construed in the light of the
circumstances under which it was given, the
Michigan Central Railroad Company assumed
the responsibility of transporting the cattle
over the whole route from Chicago to Philadel-
phia. It did not submit the receipt with
evidence of attendant circumstances 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 freight through, It
does not say that the freight is to be transported
to Philadelphia or that it was received tor
transportation there. It only says that it is
consigned to the order of Paris Myrick, and that
the Blakers at Philadelphia are to be notified.
And after the description of the property, it
adds: « Marked and described as above (con-
tents and value otherwise unknown) for trans-
portation by the Michigan Central Railroad
Company to the warehouse at———,"" leaving
the place blank. This blank may have been
intended for the ingertion 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
following : “NoticE—See rules of transporta-
tion on the back hereof” And among the rules
is one declaring that goods consigned to any
place off the company’s line, or beyond it, would
be sent forward by carrier or freightman, when
there are such, in the usual manner, the com-
pany acting for that purpose as the agent of
the consignor or consignee and not as carrier ;
and that the company would not be responsible
for any loss, damage, or injury to the property
after the same shall have been sent from its
warehouse or station. Though this rule, brought
to the knowledge of the shipper, might not
limit the liability imposed by a specific through
contract, yet it would tend to rebut any infer-
ence of such a contract from the receipt of
goods marked for a place beyond the road of
the company. .

The doctrine invoked by the plaintiffs coun-
sel against the limitation Ly contract of the
common law responsibility of carriers has no
application. There is, as already stated, no com-
mon-law responsibility devolving upon any
carrier to transport goods over other than its
own lines, and the laws of Illinois restricting
the right to limit such responsibility do not
therefore touch the case. Nor was the com-
mon-law liability of the defendant corporation
enlarged by the fact that a notice of the charges
for through transportation was posted in the
defendant's station-house at Chicago, Such
notices are usually found in stations on lines



