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bpt in no one of them wua the question of the ownership of
tressure trove uquarely at isuue. Thns, ini Livermore v. Wkite,
74 Me. 456, the owner of a tannery had suid it and accidentaliy "$i'

oMitted to rernove a few hidos from the vats. These were found :
iany yfifrs afterward i ly s labourer, and it was held thRt the cage
Was not one of treasure trove, the hides not heing either gold or
silver, and the original owner being known. lu «VeLa-ugliiit v.
Waite, 5 Wend. (N.Y.) 404 a lottery ticket was found, and the
Oourt held that the principles appertaining to lost chattels did ~~*
not appIY, as the lottery ticket was of no greater validity thanM7
a more choge in action, or evidence of the right of the meal. owner.
Iu HnfOhrnaoi#r v. -Harris, 38 Pa. St. 491, a person purchased,
Rit 8U administrator's sale, a 'drilli naehine,' whieh wvas found .......
tû ;..untaiin noney and other valuables secreted therein by the
deeedent. The Court said: 'But the commor. law, whiehi we
adzninister, gave it always to the owner if lie eould he found,
anci if lie e-uld not be, thvn to the king, as wreplis, strays, and T
other goods tire given "whereof nu person can elaini property."
3 iist. 132. lIuthmaffier, therefore, held the urîsol'l valuables
for the personai, representativc of the deeased owner.' In
Sovern- v. Yoran, 1 Oregon 269, som-e paekages of mioney were
foittdi n<ler the floor of a barn. '1lle property had been pur-
ehamedl ut an adyninistratores salle. andl the pmrehtîser took steps
iu uceordanee with the law of the State of Oregon in reference e,

to lost property to seertaiu the true owner (if the înoney by
advertising the saine. No owner having appeared within one

year, as preseriWe by the statute, the purehasier deliverod une-
haif of the money to the eounty treaflurer and the Cther hnlf to ~
the finders (if the property. The administrator who had sold
the property subsequently brouight suit against the purehiaser ~-
lii recover the value of the propprty founAI, The Court hield
tlint the money wvus in the nature of treasure trnve luit did flot ? -

det-idp as to the ownership thereof. nwrely holding that the pur-
ehuaser, haVifng lietefl in good faith !i î'eferenvee to the inatter, ~~-~
was flot gil1ty of eonversion, inWare v. Ufrich, 130 Pat. St.
4131, a roil of mno»ey was faund ûoneeaIed iun 9 eupoul, and the
adninistratoi' of a former owner of the preuises brought au
ac'tinn lu reeover the same. It wüs held itt the evidenre was


