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SUPREME COUR Ol F ONTARIO.

SECOND APPELLATE DIVISION. OCTOBER 29Tii, 1913.

BUELL v. FOIEY.

con version - Finding- of Jiwr ?0 1,1 ViWlhand in Rubbîsh-Owncr-
sip l)0.

SuCP. Cr- ONT. (2rid App. Div.) tîlsis"d an action brough,
by plainltif, a mii an g:linstî dfendant, anotiier mill hand for
conveionii J!cran ev f,;und in old papers they wxere sorting,
holding thai Plailitiff fad a,; tit le ither as owner or finder.

Appeal by plaintiff froml a judgment of HON. M.ý\ JUS-
TR:IvrîiFoipontn-e ol J une, 1913.

Xril, Ly operator ýin S:. Lawrence Paper MfilI5 to re,-
cover f'ronteendant, anollter operator. possession of diia-
mouds anîd vineraids, or in alternat ive for $-2,000>dîng~

aigdby defeîîdan:t to bave been folind 1)bv lier in some oldI
pap(irs she w-as exiîuiningr and wlihi he si carges were
picked iip and appro(priated by tlefeutlaiit w hile plaiiitifT %va>
examllining the pipers froîxi whIieh they camte.

I1oN,. Afi. JUTC Areioi t trial disrnissed the ae-
tion with costs,.

Tlie appeal to the Supremne Court of Ontario (Second
Appelate l ) ]joî > wl as -' iear bv %iox Sîîî WXM. UO

(XJx. ON. Mii. JLSII lmhL,:o. u UTC
SuTLuîLAî~ald Io.Ma. JsiE[vrs

eogA. Stucrq, for flie pla;initif., appeilant.
Rlobert Smith, KC.for th defndnt respondent.

Their orhilijdgmentl wa's deiivered 1)'
Hox. SIRZ WVM MlOCCJF.(vv) L is impossible

for us to el ve iîwteplailitiff lbas anvi titie to this
proprtv.Sitewas' not the owner- of it: thle owner w'as some

innojicentf person ;111( if hal)Ippon to lw found in the bale of
goods. Alla eveix if the11, o of the iii entiied tixe
plaîintifý to hold if, if shev folnd it, as against flic owner of

thr iii, so ftat; thex' Nvotld îlot be aceouittabie, tliat xvould
nt g-irhr tite, for tlhe evidence ils that finders were

Ownersl'.: anld though soine other itolder xnay bave trespassed.
the plaintiff dild not find the artieles. Shie did not derive
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