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ianded the defendant $450 in cash. The Exhibition
lie city hall closed at 12 o'clock, so that there was no

balot. Shortly after the plaintiff and defendant sep-
mething came up in the store to prevent the defen-
r in person. The defendant then called in one lunes,
nd handed hua' the inoney, with instructions to go
get the tickets. Now, Innes ivas a young man about
f age, who had been employed £rom time to time by
lant, to deliver goods. Innes had been intrusted with
flot only of delivering goods, but of collecting cash

>ds, when occasion called for it. Frequently he would
iiuch as $10 andoccasionally as much as $40 or $50
ing it in. The defendant swore, and it is flot contra-
t up to thîs time he had always found lunes an honest
ad every reason te believe that he would exedute pro-
honestly the business intrusted to him. Innes took
and started off for the city hall, where these tickets

bought. H1e did not bny them, but, instead, got drunk
oney, and, when found, had only $150 in lis posses-
defendant, his employer, laid a criminal chargeý

aies, who was found guilty and sent to prison. The
ered by the police was paid over to the plaintif on
rhe plaintiff now sues the défendant te recover the
$300.
'ument of the defendant's counsel . s, that the de-
t most, was an ordinary gratuitous -bailce of this
I can be held liable çnly in case it is shewn that the
asting the money te Innes amounted te, gro6ss negli-
s also contended that there ivas no binding. contract
of the defendant te, get these tickets for, the plaintiff,
re was ne consideration for the promise. But there
I kinds of gratuitous bailmeuts; and what mightý be
groas negligehce in one'class migrht not be se censi-
c other. This case cornes under that class of gratuit-
ts called miandates. This is an obligation which arises

ie a delivery of xnoney or geods to aemnebody who is
ým or do semething about them without any reward.
ice between thia class and the ordinary class of grat-
aents is, that in the one class the principal object
es is the custody of the thing delivered, and the ser-
bour are merely incidentai; while in the ether the
services are the principal objecta of the parties, and
of the thing is merely incidentai. It has heen held

eain that the mere acceptance of the goods by the


