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for mukh wider propositions. Construed in this manner it sirnply
rneans that the doctrine of Intùrmaur v. Dns,(é) which obliges
the owner of promnises to use cire to keep them in safe condition
for the use of workmen who enter therein to do something in £

which he is Interested, even thoUgh they are not directly em-
ployed by him, -i5 also the measure of his duty with regard to
any chattels which he may furnish themn to facilitate their work (c)........

The decision shews that it le less easy to divest oneself of
responsibility for the condition of a chattel where it is transferredF by way of bailment than where it is transferred by sale (d). How
long that responsibility remains with a bailor under the circum-
stances shown is a point left in uncertainty by the opinion of
Cotton, L.J., but from the stress which he lays on the fact that the
appliance was furnisbed for Ilirumediate use," as well as from the
language used by the Lords justices in Hop/cii: v. Great Eastern
R. Coc., (e) it seems a legitimate inférence, that the bailor would be H
lield answerable untîl the bailee discovered that the appliance was
defective or, failing such discovery, until such time as duty arose
on his part, ta subject:it to a reasonably careful examination.

The essential grounds of distinction between Heaven v. Pende,-
and the recent ruling ln C'a/edia R. C'o. v. Mu//to//aud (f) are
not easy ta define. It was ht.ld in the latter case that an
arrangement by which one carrier, A., after transporting goodsî
to the point specified in his agreement with the shipper,
allows a connecting :arrier, B., for his own conveniersce, tu ýraw the
vehicles with their loads ta a place designated by the party to

(à) L. R. i C. P. 274.î
te) lIn a recent case Lord Heracheli mnace the tfo1owing renarlcs M-ith regard e

toMhs decision: " The plaintiff was there tipon the ilivitation of tedok
* cosnpany -,and, aithougit i. true that this stagnwa edorpitnashp

it was pirt of the appliances supplied by tise doc company for purposeis connected
w;th thse carrytng un of tiseir business. It %vas one ofthesr facities given by -:
whicis tse y induced vessels ta use tiseir docks tisat they did suppy these appi-

ance.' uJeesJaR. e. . Mholssd(~98) A.C. 216 (P. 237). Sec al5o Mi'n-
* berY v. GP#at Wetkrn f- CO- (1889) 14 App. Cas. 179, where. however, tise decision "

went off on otiser points. In a passage of his opinion iii Schules v. Brook (r8gs) 63 5~
L,. T.NI.S. 837, Rosser, J. took occasion to rernark that an ilivitation to advance
moriey to take shares on a valuation doos not fail under the sarne principte as an .

inv;tati-mn ta enter prenies.
(d) See 4he cases cited In thse notes to 111 which ait assume tisat, a.s regards

strangers, tise vendor's fiability ceases, wisen thse transfer of tise chrittel is co.-n-
plete, unise he can be held for one of tise special reatons afterwards comniented ~
en in section@ IV., et seq.

(f) (189S> A.C. 216. M tm


