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~A~ afterwards ascertaiîned that one Huxhamn had heen duly appointed the adminleW
txator of the deceased owner, and as such administratür claimned the goods.
The defiendant, having accordingly refùsed ta deliver up the goads to the person
depositing theni, was sued for the goods or their value ; and the question
was whether this was a goad defence. The court held that it was, and the reasoti k

sttdwsti:A tetm fdpstng the goods, the plaintiff had a good

enough title as against the rest of the Ivarld. But he had riat completed his
tatle by taking out letters of adîninistratiÔn;- cansequently, when 1-1 xham, another
pe rson, mnade out bis titie,aund abtained administration, the ownership of thd

r. goods \vL-,ted in Hiîxhiin and the defendant was entitled ta refuse delivery ta the
hirst deliositor.

Anather c.ase relating ta the business of ail atietiolacer \vas of sorne interest
ant i1civeIt\. Iii Middill v. Roînd, 0 13. & S. 225, the pl.aintiff bati seized th(-r goods of onie Robbinis ivler a distress for reîit of «i bouse dem ied by the plaintiff
ta Rabbins, and bail île1ivered the goods ta the defendant, an auctianter, to sell J,
by' miction. \bnthe sale \Vas about to begý ., Rnbbins served a notice on th(,

"j'l defendaut that the distre-,s \vas voit], as the relation of laiidiord and tenant dît]
flot eNist btenthe plaintiff andi hiînself, andi there ývaS no rent in arrear. I'

~ this notice. Robbiins requested the defendant not ta seil the goods, or, if he bat]
soIt] theni, then to retain the procecils for Robbins. The deflendant soit] the goods.

nthaving titne to inqiuire into the' title, but refuised to pay the prucceds over to à
jthe plaintiff. and] relied on the right of Robbins. The relation of the plaintiff

and] Rabbins w~as that of vendor and] vendee antd, consequentiv, the distress wu-,
~ -~a;together void andi tortionus. Tlht, Iiiestion afterxvards raised wvas wbiether. lunder

i suich irustne.the def?.t]ant couild set uip the title of Rabbins. The court
took tinme to consider the judgnîent and] Blackburn. J.. in delivering the. judg.
ment. sait] that the' position of au ordinmr baile, Nvbure there bat] heen nio
special conraict tir miîsrepresentation on bis part, wvas vtry analogous to thaz of

:;ý a tenant \0ho.) h1aving *'xý litod th(! p -;session of land] froîn anothcr, is estoppeil
f-rni denving bis landlorl's titie :but miis lestoppel ceasis wvhen hie is evictet] by
a titie parni)uolnt. Lt ils not enouigh that the bailee bas becomne amare f the
titie of a1 tlîirî pursoil nl- is it etnotgh that ani adverse dlaimn is matee upon lim

Ui thtbuîa b ntte t eief tier mi interpleader. nt balle- cau offlv

Set 111 th(' titi0 oif atiothur if lie tepends tipon the rîght and title, atnd by the
atbuhrity of t he third orson.

tnhaer tlifficuilt v is oftc n crvateil when the goods hati beeîî obtained b-* tht-
bir wfraui T iiil th(- case of A ttt'n/mroiigkd v. London Dock Cîimpany', 3 C.P.D.

450. certain dock arrants for wine hat] been pledged with the lainti h ta se--
ad-neaid the' dock cutnpativ afterwvards refuset] to give up the wine wvhert the

plaiutiff detnanîied il. lu thoit case the efikect of thec Interpleader Acts on the
rendvrtîiet i l uniertanti the Court of Appeal then explaitied the .

mode i n which the' parties stoorl since the Iîiterplender Act of i~3,a nî d
by the Common Law l>roct-?dure èàct of x8l6o, bad passiet. The niischief intended
ta be reniedi ed by thest, aets wvas this: A persan in possession of gold might be~-
suet] by' soi-ne one setting til titte ta theni. If the dlaimt was contestui, he tiight
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