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date , this warrant wilI alane be sufficient to
obtain delivery." The defendant subsequently
took aver the warehouse and business, and in
z885 his servants, by mistake, delivered the
goods ta the wrong persan. The brokers had in.
dorsed the warehouse receipt, and in z886 it was
in the possession of B. and E. The defendant
believingthat theplaintiffa, assuccessorsin busi-
ness of the brokera who stored the goada, were

F still in possession of the receipt, and in ignor.
.ance of the erroneous delivery of the goods,
wrote to the plaintiffs, claiming rient for the
good8. and notifying them that unise it were
paid the gooda would be sold. The plaintiffs
*did not immediately ans -'er the letter, but set
ta work in consequeuce of its receipt, and pur.
chased the receipt from B. and E., intending
to make a profit out of the goods. On pre.

r senting the recelpt to the defendant it was
then discovered that the goode were uot in his
possession, and the present action of traver
was brought. On the part of the defendant

* it was contended that lie was not liable, be.
F casuse the goods were riot in his possession

%when fir8t demanded of hini by the plaintiff,
.and also because ho was not a party ta -the
%varehouse receîpt. But Denman, J., held,
that the plaintiffs liaving been induced to
purchase the receipt ini consequence of the
defendant's representation that he still bad the
goods in hie possession, the defendant was es-
topped, 'and was bound to make good that
representation, and he gave judgment for the

j plaintiffs for the market value of the goode at
the time the action was brought, as f ,und by
the jury, less the amotunt whicb would have
been payable fi r rent if the goods had been
forthcoming.
Suip-BiLL OP LÂO1SfG-QS2ALITT MÂRE19-EITOPPUL-

lit Cox v. Bruce, 18 Q. B. D. 147, an unsuc-
* ces8ful attempt wvas inade ta fasten a liability

on a ship owner to niake good an erroneous
statement contained in a bill of lading as ta
the quality marks on the goode mentioned

* therein. The bill described the goods as
rnarked in proportions specîfied with difeérent
quality marks, indicating différent qualities of
jute, which marks corresponded with those in.
serted in the shipplng notes made out by the
shippersî. When the ship was discharged,
however, it was found that there had in fact
been shipped fewer bales niarked wîth one of

such quality marks, and more marked with
another of such marks indicating rn inferior
quahity. The Cour. of Appeal held that an
indorsee of the bill of lading for value, without
notice of the incarrectness of the description
of the marks, had no right of action against
the ship owners, either for breach of contract
or upon the ground that they were estopped
by the representation contained in the bill of
lading.
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Turning now ta the cases in the Probate
Division, Thse Adalina, ia P. D. x, first chai.
lenges attention. In this case it is held that
seamen have a maritime lien on freight due
from sub-charterers ta the charterers of a
ship, and can arreat the cargo for the purpose
of enforcing such lien; and that the lien of
seamen for wages ranks befors a dlaim in re.
spect of payments for the towage of the ship
from sea ta an inland vort, and the light dues
and dock dues.
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The-case of Margary v. Robinson, 12 P. D. 8,
illustrates in a remarkable way how the posi-
tive provisions aof the statute relating ta the
execution of wills may sometimes defeat the
positive intention of testators. In this case
the testator, being in a paralyzed condition,
made known ta hie attendaats by signe that
ho desired ta make a will, and a memrandum
was accordingly drawn by ono of bis medical
attendants on a card, by which the testator
bequeathed £3o,ooo ta Miss Robinson for life;
the testator, instead of executing it at the foot
or end, as prescribed by the statute (see R. S.
O. c. io6, s. z a), unfortunately for the legatee,
put his mark in the middle of the writing; and
this was held a fatal abjection ta, the validity
of the document as a will. After its execution
the witnesses, thinking the document did flot
amount ta a will and was a mere memoran-
dum, s0 informed the testator, ta which ho
seemed ta assent, and they thon erased their
attestation, but the tesf ator retained the card
in hie possession, and afterwards showed it ta
the legatee and informed her it was for her -
and after bis death it wvas found in a band-
bag ho kept near his bed. It was beld, that
iassumlng the wîll ta have been properly
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