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senger on the railroad, wva s killed, and the maney which was
carried oi the agent's person, withaut notic-e ta the railroad com-
pan',- wvas destroyed by the cornpany's n*tegligence, it was held
that the company was flot liable for the loss of the moncy.
Again, in an Iowa case a passenger gave his overcoat, containing
a pocketbook in which N'as the suRi of $500, which he wvas taking
with him for the purpase of riaking an investrnent, ta the porter
of the sleeping car, who hung it up in his berth. lie had monev
enouigh for travelling expenses elsemwhere about his persan. Dur-
ing the journey the train wvas derailed, the car in which he was
was riding being thrown on its side and taking fire. The pas.
senger got out safely, and, after the fire wvas extinguished. he toli
thc porter in -egard ta the money, and the avercoat was returned
to hirn, but the pockethook had disappeared. It was held that
there was no cause af action against the railroad.

(b) Several %'eil considered Englishi cases lay it down, that
if the passenger lins not a.bured thcq custadv of the article, the
fact that it is placed i the carniage with himi, and therefore is
under his more irrnmediate contrôl and inspection, dloes flot relievv
the carrier froni his extraarJiinary responsibility. Iii ane of these
cases it wvas proved that the plaintiff's wife becatne a passenger
,.pufl a raiway cairiage, and that a dressing case whicb she wvus
taking with hier was plared in the carniage tinder the seat, and
that on the arrivai of the train at lier destination the porters of
the coinpanv took upron themnsclves the duty cif carrying her hig.
gage from i te railway carniage to the hackney carniage, whivh
wvas ta convey bier ta her residence. The dressing case w-as lust,
but at wvhat tinie did flot appear. The carrier was licld fiable,
the court sa.Ving that the fact that it wvas placed in the railwav
carriage with her made ncu différence. lut the Le Couteur case,
already referred ta. the passengeres % alise had been placed 1) 'v tlie
railroad porter on the seat of the carrnage in which he was ridhing,
and the court said thal: it %vould require 'such circunistances as
would leadc irresistibly to the conclusion that the passenger takes
such personal control and charge of bis property as altogether ttu
give up al) hoUd ùpon the company before we say the compaliv.
as carriers, are relieved frorn their liabilitv in case of Ioss.' litt
the authonity of these cases would scem to be shaken bN' the more
recent case ofBeyhi v. A. (~owhere it is held by the Court
of Appeal that a railroad is not an insurer in respect ta


