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serbe l)r.Pelt *y 'la L 'Ie iii trUsted Or delivered for- trans,.portation."'
The, (Ilnati li tlhat thceY colie wi tiin the words Il coikpaniv

ut'~>r't toe .o . et . . If it he that; the gootis w ere
Len arrieti bv thLe defetîdanits un er a speuial eotractlýlt w itit tje,

pliti f is position is îlot îîaproved Ly suai g in t ort ratiter thani
muiii 1ttract.

Iliefer-ence to P'owelcl v. LaYton, 2 Ji. & 1'. N. R1. 365, 370;
L-ggeu v. Tucker, 1 Il. & X. 500o; Morgan v. iiey, ; I-1. & N. 265;

Bavdis v. l'intot. L X 8 C'. 1). 345,; L ake Erie aîl iDetroit River
B.W. (Co. v. Sales, 26 S. C'. iR. 663.1

''The condition of the speicial i ont raet inssîti( tipot is tilie
bItter part of tliis sentence: '' It is furtiter aigret(I tit titis coit-

pýmt î- itot to Le Iteiti iiaLe or re p'nsibie for atî Iossý ,r tlitage
tii sîi prttiertyv or ;utv part titerclf, frott mi *v cause \iîatever,

n iei every case thte saîd loss or (Ituttage ie ro dIo>it hae
oclurirud frein the frauti or gross neg-iý(ligece of said coîî)ltpay or
their ~.a titor in myt event sitlil titis c-onipanvý lc iteit lialae
or rixn iLimr sliaii any deînanid ILe matie tîpon tiîem beyond
the sum of $,50i, tt witieli sunm saiti property is itereby vaiued, unless
thte just and truc valte thereof is statedl ierein."

ThoL argument that the (ltiendants, are eîttitit, to Ille benefit
of itis condition of tbe speciai eonitraet il bLu( id upon ...
Lake rie attiDetroit River P. W. C'o. v. als 6S. C. R. 663.

Exatinateîtof titat case.]
Ftiii efiret t must Le given to titis dcîsion, andi if lthe prescrnt

eaý (,r, utîil Ifoutrs witit the Sales ( îtse, thiese defendants sitoulti
Le ILt Mi enitieti te take atixantage of 0wt sitipping bill.

IL tý wîi, iîouever, Le iecessatrY to exattîîne tie btill witit cître, rentent-
Lrgitiat titis isý ;i coî)ttatieai coîttraet and shouid be inter-

Irle i a Lsns-kesulise.
[r~To icrtei 1wie iin analyseti tite varîcuis provisions tif the

Sltijpingr L)iil, d oitti out wiîereini they diifered froin thte pro-
visuclts iii questitrn in tlle Si cs.

If Itf eectsdrt titat tits e, dn were within the
1r1eanling, of " omiitaîy. . te 0m1 witi tilrtu thte coînpaiv, lte

i,.et tovitl Iti, iirusteti or d1elivereti f'or trtînsp>or-tatioît."
tlhe illiestion wu aise m-iw i ittit tve eouid take adînaeof titis
coiltract mie( Lv anlotitercotpaty for their Lenefit iîd .but
without, their prix ity. Sitnce T ed v. Atkinsoît. 1 B. & S. 393,

iL, itas Leen clear iaw titat, except mitter special cietttneif
, wtake4 a contract witiî B. in~ favour of C., C,. iatînot take adIvan-

t oe f it ini an actioni witll B.-for witt of pviy Ttremay,
f ourse Lt specitti cireunîstanees sîtei as aperli (reg<ry V.
Willianîs, . Mer. 582-, Mîîi.ilioiiand v. Merriain, 19 Gir. 2S8; ami


