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BALO R.CVI'PIGGonDs BÂILnD.-The contract of btilinent, ywi1
t l ôwnr fgoods eso deposits the goods oo ut hr -pArby, g1V*e-

viSe to many complications, and is often, ultimately, mixed up with £raud,. wbfebk
reluirer, justices of the peace to take part in the solution. Hence, it is useful th

heur in mind the lecading doctrines governing-a relation -betwvenpart'«- aoc.m
miu andi, occasionally, so extremely tiseful. There are rnany delicate considema
tins surrounding the com~mon cases of bailment, and it is creditable that tl~ d7
r2iinedies available to the parties art so seldom put in requisition. Yet, when
lit igation is resorted to, the decisions of the court bring out a wealth of learning l
awd good sense, which cornes in nost usefully to assist justices of the peace when
z4dlministering sonie part of the remiedy. Moreover, these bailments seem to be
snt ceptible of an infinite variety of circumstances, w'hich tvy the sagacity of.ail
w1ii adjudicate ur themn.à

>nc of the perplexities olten presenlteu to a court, in dealing with bairnents,
is that the bz ilee often sets up sorne right in a different party than the nWner,
;mdl iinakes that an excuse for flot delivering up the goods to the original bailor.
Iii 1x'ueley v. Ree~d, 4 ~B 511, thf- circumnstances were very complicated. The
kiilut, w-as a wharfinger holding goods of tht owner, who was said to bave made

a' ti eS'le to the plaintiff, and the latter sued for the valne of the goods.
Tit- importance nf the decision of the court wvas that the baileec had attempted
t, st, iii a right in soine third party, wht, had repudiated any such right. The
court oblserved that tic instance arnong the inany cases of wharfingers, warehouue.

* ut ilid ti scl like, cotild be adduced in which it wvas held the jus lertii could be
sut tmp %NIen the third persoti, heing aware of the circunistances, had abandoned
iis iidtn. Tro allow a dcepository of gonds or mnoney wlie has acknowledged
dt. titît of ont rierson mo svt Up th'e title nf another, who makes no dlaimi or has

* .. % t 1 idtnA ail claini, w udenable the depository to keep for himself that to
w iik'h lie doe, not pretend to have any titît in himiself whatsoever.

Co~mrnon carriers are often. perplexed, in course of their business, with qites.
tiuis otf th s kind. And in a case nf Sheridan v. New Qitiy Com-Pa1y, 4 C.B.N.S

Oiý.a cornplicated case occturrtd as to a bill of lading, the particulars of w~hich
it !a uinacessarv to state. Buit the court there observed] that comnion carriers,.

btm otnnd to reccive gonds for carniage, ean miake no enquiry as to the owner-
îhp Anid :t is not unconiin for the real owner to denxaîad delivery before the

<xtrriers haN't:- parted with t' tood The ) -w proteets carriers against t eht real
uwurif tht carrit-s have it,. veredl the goods in pursuance nf their empinyrnent

N\ ibout notice of his dlaim, And it ought equally to protect themn against the
psv.;ttowiier, froni w~how. they coulti fot refuse to receive the- goods, ini the
evtntt nf the, real owner claining thein, and their being given up to him.

In another case nf Thtorii' v. Tilbuty, ýj H. & N. 535, the plaintiff had delivered
soute gonds, cGusisting of trunks, boxes, wearing appare), and household furni-
ture, to the defendant, to, be warehoused, kept, and taken care of. Before the
delivery, the goods had been the prnperty one tl Thorne, deceased, and there
was not ât tht tinte of thte celivery any legal reprementative of the estate of
Thorne. This fact was not knowii t the defendant. But the defendant had
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