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*AILEE- BAILMIENT 0F CHATTEL- LOSS 0F CHATTEL BAILE!) BY NEGLIGENCE 0F

WR0NG-DOIER-POSSESS0RY TITLF AS AGAINSI WtO\GDOFR- MEAStRiE 0F

D)'MAG ES.

The llVlietfie/ti (1902) P. 42, %vas an admiralty, action, in which
the Postmaster-Generai claimed to recover out of a fund in court
as the damages resulting from the loss of a vesse) by collision, a
targe sumn bv wav of damages for the loss of certain mail bags and
other contents in the vesse) which had been sunk, in the collision.
jeune, P.P.D , had dismi5sed the dlaim aon the ground that the
Postinaster-General %vas under no liabilîty- ta the owners ai the
lCtte-- and parcels which had been Ilest, and %va., therefare under
the case uf ('lizridge v. Southi Sta iordsgz're Trainway C'o. (i 892, 1
Q.B. 422, precluded from recovcring their value. TI.e argument in
the Court of Appeal therefore turned prnicipaliy on the question
whether a bailce un.der no personal liability to the bailor could re-
cover for the lîsof the bailment occasioned bxy the neg-ligenrec of
a v.rong-doer. The point %vas elaborately argued before the Court
of Appeal Colîî-. '\I.R , and Stirling and! Mathev, I..JJ., \vho

camne to the coincluýzin thiat the bailce could recever and that
clarçt 's a- ci rnrwcxa .c-u>I - d.-cided. The Ma-tcr f z'R-

;ho di.r the c.~etof the couLrt, afnirms thiat the r oot prin-
cle StIhat aiav~nt rong-ciner pos-iîîn Is tite.

tlhoU"l the Uai;cc mnav not bc liable for the loss, vet, as in tlî:ý

case. if lie reoe~the value of the thin- bqilcd, hie mnust thenr
accOint thercfor to his bailoî . and a rcovèCrv bx' thc bailc o~

bc an aîerto an\, action bv the bailor. The case is an) illip i -

t lflt addition Io thel la\\ of bail ment'.

PROBATE ACTION -A(TîC'N Tt' RF'tOKE i'QG.T RANTFA) UP0N PROOF IN~

SOCLi- SIN Ri iii&'THFAiY .IARGEI) At;AiNST i'ERS.JN '.01

PArIV TC) FORMEiR V1Ir.

/h6V. hp1! liy2 1. 62, was ani action to ieoea pro'hatc

i~rn dilîon proof of a wvill i n sço'ý,mîî formi iii a former action.

h(- piîintiff lîcdibecn a party <!efcndant in the former suit, but
now clait-ed that the xvii in question lia) hemi obtaîned hv the
fi aîdl(f a hcneficîarx' tnî'dcr thc svill \who wa'. îîot a part>' to the
former 1pmcce<liig-s The defendants appi icw- to stay the )i o -ced-

an,.ndl di oIn s' thc actiomn on the groiîi- that thec matter \v;is re'.
jîidcat . BanesJ., eue the motion, on the grround thata

pi oUate act ion di ffer'. fioun ot her actions, and that t hough no frand


