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bag and it was . 'und ta have been stolen. At the triai, judg-
ment went for the plaintiff, but on appeal the Court of Session
held, that as there was no proof of any deposit expresuly for
safe keeping, the Innkeepers' Liability Act, 1863 (26-27 Viet.
o. 4ï) s. 1 (R.S.O. c. 187, a. 3) applied, aud the innkeeper's
liabiiity was lixnited ta the amount therein xnentioned, to which
the judgment was reduced, and with this conclusion the Houie
of Lords (Lord Loreburn, L.C., and 'Lords Ashbourne and
Robertsan) itgreed, but Lord Collins diszented. The m ,jority
being of opinion t1ýat in arder to constitute an express deposit
under the statute, it must be proved that something was said
or done by the depasitor to pprize the innkeeper of the fact that
the deposit was being made with hlm for safe custody.

ADMINISTRATION BoND--DUR,%TIOýN OF SURETIES' LlABILITY--

CompLmeTiO 0Fr àDmiNISTRArioN-Loss OocAsioNED BY nENE-

PICIARIES RIGHTFULLY IN POSSES%-UON.

Blake v. Bayne (1908) A.C. 371 wai an appeal from. tho
High Court of Australia. The action was brought againat the
sureties nained in a bond given for the due administration of a
deceased intestate 's estate. The appeai turned principaiiy on
the evidence, and the Judiciai ,Committee of the Privy Council
(Lord Loreburn, L.C., and Lords Macnaghten, Atkinson and
Collins, and Sir A. Wilson) differed froni the Court below as
to its effeet, and camne to the conclusion that there had been no
misconduct by the administratrix, and r'o los of assets in the
course of administration, that a deed of indemnity execute -by
the plaintiffe, and on which the defendanta relied, had been
executed with full knowiedge of the facto, and wias binding on
the plaintiffii, and an effectuai discharge of the aileged liabiiity
of the defendants, and, thirdiy, that after the payment of the
testator 's debta, the plaintif!. and the administratrix, as next
of kin of the deceased, were entitled ta the residue in undivided
shares, and »o held and enjoyed if, and that fhleuba of the
estate had taken place while it was rightfuily ini their posses-
sion, and, therefore, altlyough the administratrix continued ta
act as the manager of the estate with the cont-urrence of the
plaintiffî, yet the lasses which had thereby resulted could not
be attributed ta her in her oharacter of administratrix. The
judgment of the Court below was, therefore, revarsed.
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