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§111. DiStincti0ns.—L0cati0 rel is the hired use of a

thing. There is no English word that applies precisely to

1 1 2.

this bailment. Hiring and letting include not only the locatio

bailments but also the hiring and letting of personal services

or letter, and the hiring of that chattel by the bailee, or hirer.

1. Nature of the Relation.

§112. The essentials of this relation are, (a) a chattel to

1 1 3.
1 14.
1 1 5.
1 16.

of

§ 1 1 7.

Nature of the relation.

The essentials.

1 20.

£.

121.

and of real estate, which, of course, are not bailments. The

locatio bailment involves the letting of a chattel by the bailor,

locatio bail-

1 1 0.

2. Locatio operis, in which the bailment purpose is service
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Termination of the rela
tion.

Duty of the bailee.

be hired, (b) a contract of hire, and (c) a recompense.

(a) Any chattel, corporeal or incorporeal, which is not

§112. See Chapters 1, 2, 5.

+1

§ 110. De:ftnition.-A locatio, or hiring, is a bailment of
a chattel for a reward. It includes ( § 64) : 1. Locatio rei,
in which the bailment purpose is th � use of a thing, and
2. Locatio operis, in which the bailment purpose is service
about the thing. Of these in their turn.
§ 111. Distinctions.-Locatio rei is the hired use of a
thing. There is no English word that applies precisely to
this bailment. Hiring and letting include not only the locatio
bailments but also the hiring and letting of personal servfoes
and of real estate, which, of course, are not bailments. The
locatio bailment involves the letting of a chattel by the bailor,
or letter, and the hiring of that chattel by the bailee, or hirer.
1.

Nature of the Relation.

§ 112. The essentials of this relation are, ( a ) a chattel to
be hired, ( b ) a contract of hire, and ( c ) a recompense.
( a ) Any chattel, corporeal or incorporeal, which is not
§

1 12.

See Chapters

1, 21 5.
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LOCATIO REI. 113-115

§§ 113-115

consumed in the use, may be hired. A very large proportion

of the cases arise out of the hire of horses.

(b) The general principles of bailment contracts apply

to contracts of hire and need not be here restated.

(c) Compensation, which is the essential element of all

mutual beneﬁt bailments, in loeatio rei bailments is usually

money, but it may be goods, services or any substantial beneﬁt.

It may be agreed upon or merely presumed from the contract

of hiring; and, in general, the law favors the presumption

that the use of another’s chattel is a use for hire.

2. Rights and Duties of the Parties.

§113. Title and enjoyment.—A bailor warrants that he

has title suﬂicient for the purpose of the letting and has been

said to warrant the thing as ﬁt for the use to which it is to

consumed in the use, may be hired. A very large proportion
of the cases arise out of the hire of horses.
( b) The general principles of bailment contracts apply
to contracts of hire and need not be here restated.
( c ) Compensation, which is the essential element of all
mutual benefit bailments, in locatio 1·ei bailments is usually
money, but it may be goods, services or any substantial benefit.
It may be agreed upon or merely presumed from the contract
of hiring ; and, in general, the law favors t� e presumption
that the use of another 's chattel is a use for hire.

be put. Modern cases excuse the letter for defects which are

not known to him, and could not have been discovered by

the exercise of due care. This is the more true if the defects

2.

Righ ts and Duties of the Parties.

were equally known by the hirer. .

§ 114. Expenses in putting the hired chattel in proper con-

dition for use and keeping it so are chargeable to the letter,
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as are extraordinary expenses reasonably incurred in preserv-

ing the chattel from injury due to unexpected causes for

which the hirer was not at fault. But the letter is not bound

to provide against ordinary wear and tear from the use, nor

furnish the ordinary keep of hired animals. Custom and the

nature of the contract of hire usually determine who should

bear expenses.

§115. Right to use.—Use of the hired chattel is the very

purpose of this bailment. The ﬁrst right of the hirer, there-

§1l3. Lynch v. Richardson, 163 ‘ §114. [—] Leach v. French, 69

Mass 160 39 N E R 801 47 Am ,' Me. 389, 31 Am. R. 296; Harring-

.,...,.

St. R. 444; Copeland v. Draper, 157

Mass. 558, 32 N. E. R. 944, 34 Am.

St. R. 314; Hadley v. Cross, 34 Vt.

586, 80 Am. D. 699; Nye v. Iowa

City Alcohol Works, 51 Iowa 129, 50

N. W. R. 988, 33 Am. R. 121; Hig~

man v. Camody, 112 Ala. 267, 20

So. R. 480, 57 Am. St. R. 33;

[—] Leach v. French, 69 Me. 389, 31

Am. R. 296.

ton v. Snyder, 3 Barb. (N. Y.) 380.

§1]5. Woodman v. Hubbard, 25

N. H. 67, 57 Am. D. 310, [—] Cobb

v. Vllallace, 5 Cold. (Tenn.) 539, 98

Am. D. 435; McConnell v. Maxwell,

3 Black. (Ind.) 419, 26 Am. D. 428;

Banﬁeld v. Whipple, 10 Allen

(Mass.) 27, 87 Am. D. 618; Story,

Bailments and Carriers, §§ 395, 396;

Beach v. Railroad, 37 N. Y. 457.
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§ 113. Title and enjoyment.-A bailor warrants that lie
has title sufficient for the purpose of the letting and has been
said to warrant the thin g as fit for the use to which it is to
be put. Modern cases excuse the letter for defects which are
not known to him, and could not have been discovered by
the exercise of due care. This is the more true if the defects
were equally known by the hirer.
§ 114. Expenses in putting the hired chattel in proper con
dition for use and kel'pin g it so are chargeab!P. to the letter,
as are extraordinary expenses reasonably incurred in preserv
ing the chattel from injury due to unexpected causes for
which the hirer was not at fault. But the letter is not bound
to provide against ordinary wear and tear from the use, nor
furnish the ordinary keep of hired animals. Custom arid the
nature of the contract of hire usually determine who should
bear expenses.
§ 115. Right to use. Use of the hired chattel is the very
purpose of this bailment. The first right of the hirer, there-

§ 1 13. Lynch v. Richardson, 163 • § 11 4 . [-] Leach v. French, 69
Mass. 160, 39 N. E. R. 80 1 , 47 Am. / M e. 389, 31 Am. R. 296 ; Harring·
8t. R. 444 ; Copeland v. Draper, 157 ton v . Snyder, 3 Barb. ( N. Y. ) 380.
l\Iass. 558, 32 N. E. R. 944, 34 Am.
§ 1 1 5. Woodman v. Hubbard, 25
St. R. 31 1 ; Hadley v. Cross, 34 Vt. :N. H. 67, 57 Am. D. 310, [-] Cobb
586, 80 Am. D. 699 ; Nye v. Iowa v. Wallace, 5 Cold. ( Tenn. ) 539, 98
City Alcohol Works, 51 Iowa 1 2 9, 50 Am. D. 435 ; McConnell v. Maxwell,
N. W. R. 988, 33 Am. R. 1 2 1 ; Rig· 3 Black. ( Ind. ) 419, 26 Am. D. 428 ;
man v. Camody, 1 1 2 Ala. 267, 20 Banfield v. Whipple,
10 Allen
So. R. 480, 57 Am. St. R. 33 ; ( Mass. ) 27, 87 Am. D. 618 ; Story,
1-] Leach v. French, 69 Me. 389, 31 Bailments and Carriers, §§ 395, 396 ;
Beach v. Railroad, 37 N. Y. 457.
Am. R. 296.
4.5

§ § 116-117

OF LOCATIO BAILMENTS.

§§ 116-117 OF LOCATIO BAILMENTS.

fore, is the right to “the exclusive use and control of the

hired thing during the period of hire,” and this right he may

defend against all the world including the letter.

But this use is limited to the purpose of hiring; using the

thing for another purpose is conversion. The manner and

extent of the use, too, must conform to the terms, expressed

or implied, of the bailment contract. Any departure by the

fore, is the right to "the exclusive use and control of the
hired thing during the period of hire, " and this right he may
defend against all the world including the letter.
But this use is limited to the purpose of hiring ; using the
thing for another purpose is conversion. The manner aQ.d
extent of the use, too, must conform to the terms, expressed
or implied, of the bailment contract. Any departure by the
hirer, or his servants in the course of their employment', m�kes
the hirer absolutely liable for injuries to the chattel.
.

hirer, or his servants in the course of their employment‘, makes

the hirer absolutely liable for injuries to the chattel.

§116. ——G0nVersi0n.—The departure from the contract

may amount to conversion of the property, or it may be

merely a trespass. What acts amount to a conversion is often

far from clear. Not every wrongful dealing with another’s

chattel is a conversion. But “acts which themselves imply

§ 116.
Conversion.-The departure from the contract
may amount to conversion of the property, or it may be
merely a trespass. What acts amount to a conversion is often
far from clear. Not every wrongful dealing with another 's
chattel is a conversion. But "acts which themselves imply
an assertion of title or of a right of dominion over personal
property, such as a sale, letting or destruction of it, amount
to a conversion, even though the defendant may have honestly
mistaken his rights ;'' and so does any other act done with
intent to deprive the owner of his property, permanently or
temporarily. And a neglect or refusal to deliver property
when demanded is evidence of conversion, because these acts
are evidence that the defendant in withholding it claims the
right to, which is a claim of a right to dominion over it.
Many cases hold that intentionally driving a horse beyond
the point for which he was hired, or in a different direction, or
keeping it beyond the time, will constitute conversion. The
rule is often a harsh one and some recent cases have taken
the ground that such an act was not necessarily of itself con
version.
--

an assertion of title or of a right of dominion over personal

property, such as a sale, letting or destruction of it, amount

to a conversion, even though the defendant may have honestly

mistaken his rights;” and so does any other act done with

intent to deprive the owner of his property, permanently or

temporarily. And a neglect or refusal to deliver property
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when demanded is evidence of conversion, because these acts

are evidence that the defendant in withholding it claims the

right to, which is a claim of a right to dominion over it.

Many cases hold that intentionally driving a horse beyond

the point for which he was hired, or in a different direction, or

keeping it beyond the time, will constitute conversion. The

rule is often a harsh one and some recent cases have taken

the ground that such an act was not necessarily of itself con-

version.

§ 117. ——Trover for conversion.—Upon conversion by the

§l16. [—] Spooner v. Man- §117. Hart v. Skinner, 16 Vt.

chester, 133 Mass. 270, 43 Am. R.

514; [—] Wentworth v. McDufﬁc,

48 N. H. 402; Woodman v. Hub-

bard, 25 N. H. 67, 57 Am. D. 310;

[—] Cobb v. Wallace 5 Cold.

(Tenn.) 539, 98 Am. D. 435; East-

man v. Sanborn, 3 Allen (Mass.)

594, 81 Am. D. 677; Irish v. Cloyes,

8 Vt. 30, 30 Am. D. 446. But see

Doolittle v. Shaw, 92 Iowa 348, 60

N. W. R. 621, 54 Am. St. R. 562.

§ 117.

--Trover for conversion.

Upon conversion by the

-

138, 42 Am. D. 500; Woodman v.

Hubbard, 25 N. H. 67, 57 Am. D.

310; [—] Cobb v. Wallace, 5 Cold.

(Tenn.) 539, 98 Am. D. 435;

[—] Spooner v. Manchester, 133

Mass. 270, 43 Am. R. 514; Rotch v.

Hawes, 12 Pick. (Mass.) 136, 22

Am. D. 414. But compare Farkas

v. Powell, 86 Ga. 800, 13 S. E. R.

200; Harvey v. Epes, 12 Gratt.

(Va.) 153.
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§ 116.
[-]
Spooner v. Manchester, 133 Mass. 2 70, 43 Am . R.
514 ; [-] Wentworth v. McDuffie,
48 N. II. 402 ; Woodman v. Hub
bard, 25 N. H. 67, 57 Am. D. 310 ;
[-] Cobb v. Wallace 5 Cold.
( Tenn. ) 539, 98 Am. D. 435 ; East
man v. Sanborn, 3 Allen ( Mass. )
504, 81 Am. D. 677 ; Irish v. Cloyes,
8 Vt. 30, 30 Am. D. 446.
But see
Doolittle v. Shaw, 92 Iowa 348, 60
N. W. R. 621, 54 Am. St. R. 562.

§ 1 1 7. Hart v. Skinner, 16 Vt.
138, 42 Am. D. 500 ; Woodman v.
Hubbard, 25 N. H. 67, 57 Am. D.
31 0 ; [-] Cobb v . Wallace, 5 Cold.
( Tenn.) 539, 98 Am. D. 435 ;
[-] Spoo n er v. Manchester, 133
Mass. 270, 43 Am. R. 514 ; Rotch v.
Hawes, 12 Piek. (Mass. ) 1 36, 22
Am. D. 414. But compare Farkas
v. Powell, 86 Ga. 800, 13 S. E. R.
200 ; Harvey v. Epes, 12 Gratt.
(Va. ) 153.
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hirer, the letter acquires a vested right of which he can not

be deprived without his consent. Return to the terms of the

contract will not avail the bailee. The bailor may treat the

act as practically a sale and sue in trover for the full value

of the property.

The letter is not compelled to receive back converted prop-

erty, but if he does, this is not of itself waiver of his right.

It merely lessens the damages he can recover by the value of

the chattel as it was returned.

§ 118. ——Contra.ct void or voida.b1e.—It affords the bailee

no excuse that the contract was a Sunday contract and there-

fore void. The action is not on the contract but for the tor-

tious dealing with chattels not belonging to him in a manner

inconsistent with the rights of the true owner, and it is un-

necessary to set up the contract in order to show the right of

action. The defendant must set up the illegal contract to show

his excuse and this he is not allowed to do. Neither party can

rely on an illegal contract to prevail in his suit. For the

same reason -infancy is no defence to an action for conversion.

The infant is liable for his torts.
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Neither is it a defence that the loss would have occurred if

there had been no conversion, nor that the hirer was guilty

of no neglect. Upon conversion the property is practically

his and at his risk.

§119. i0ther acti0ns.—The bailor, in any case where

loss is due to want of ordinary care on the part of the bailee,

or to his failure to keep within the terms of the bailment, may

bring action of trespass or case and recover for any loss suf-

fered even to the full value of the thing if it has been de-

stroyed. These principles prevail as well in code states where

distinctions between actions founded upon tort have been

abolished. Under the single civil action of the code the same

recovery may be had as under the various common law actions

before mentioned.

§118. Stewart v. Davis, 31 Ark.

518, 25 Am. R. 576; Hall v. Cor-

coran, 107 Mass. 251, 9 Am. R. 30;

Ray v. Tubbs, 50 Vt. 688, 28 Am. R.

519; Towne v. Wiley, 23 Vt. 355,

56 Am. D. 85; [—] Davis v. Garrett,

6 Bing. 716.

§119. Crocker v. Gullifer, 44 Me.

491, 69 Am. D. 118; Rotch v.

I-lawes, 12 Pick. (Mass.) 136, 22

Am. D. 414; Stewart v. Davis, 31

Ark. 518, 25 Am. R. 576.
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§§ 118-119

hirer, the letter acquires a vrsted right of which he can not
be deprived without his consent. Return to the terms of the
contract will not avail the bailee. 'fhe bailor may treat the
act as practically a sale and sue in trover for the full value
of the property.
The letter is not compelled to receive back converted prop
erty, but if he does, this is not of itself waiver of his right.
It merely lessens the damages he can recover by the value of
the chattel as it was returned.

Contract void or voidable.-!t affords the bailee
§ 118.
no excuse that the contract was a Sunday co ntmct and there
fore void. 'l'he action is not on the contract but for the tor
tious dealing with chattels not belonging to him in a manner
inconsistent with the rights of the true owner, and it is un
necessary to set up the contract in order to show the right of
action. The defendant must set up the illegal contract to show
his excuse and this he is not allowed to do. Neither party can
rely on an illegal contract to prevail in his suit. For the
same reason ·infancy is no defence to an action for conversion.
The inf ant is liable for his torts.
Neither is it a defence that the loss would have occurred if
there had been no conversion, nor that the hirer was guil ty
of no neglect. Upon conversion the property is practical ly
his and at his risk.
--

§ 119.
Other actions.-The bailor, in any case where
loss is due to want of ordinary care on the part of the bailee,
or to his failure to keep within the terms of the bailment, may
brin g action of trespass or case and recover for any loss suf
fered even to the full value of the thing if it has been de
stroyed. These principles prevail as well in code states where
distinctions between actions founded upon tort have been
abolished. Under the single civil action of the code the same
recovery may be had as under the various common law actions
before mentioned.
--

§ 118. Stewart v. Davis, 31 Ark.
518, 2 5 Am. R. 576 ; Hall v. Cor
eoran, 107 �fass. 251, 9 Am. R. 30 ;
R.ay v. Tubbs, fJO Vt. 688, 28 Am. R.
519 ; Towne v. Wiley, 23 Vt. 355,
5G Am. D. 85 ; [-] Davis v. Garrett,
6 B i ng . 716.

§ 1 1 9. Crocker v. Gullifer, 44 Me.
491, 69 Am. D. 1 1 8 ; Rotch v.
Hawes, 12 Pick. ( Mass.) 136, 22
Am. D. 414 ; Stewart v. Davis, 31
Ark. 5181 25 Am. R. 576.
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120-122 OI" LOCATIO BAILMENTS.

§ § 120-122

OF LOCATIO BAILMENTS.

§120. Assignment by bailee.—Any attempt by the bailee,

without the consent of the bailor, to sell or pledge the hired

chattel amounts to its conversion; but where the hiring is not

personal and is for a deﬁnite term the bailee may, in general,

assign his beneﬁcial interest, and the assignee will secure all

the rights of his assignor. The bailee, however, remains liable

to the owner for any loss due to the neglect of the bailee’s

assignee or servants. This has been put on the ground of

want of privity between the bailor and subusers of the bailee,

but it is more satisfactorily explained on the principles of

agency or of master and servant. The assignee is treated as

a sub-agent or servant of the bailee for whose acts he is, in

general, responsible.

§121. Bailee and third persons.—The hirer has a special

property in the thing hired, and for the time stands to

strangers in the relation of owner. For any injury from the

hired chattel to third persons due to the neglect ofthe bailee

or his servants he, and not the bailor, is liable. And during

§ 120. Assignment by bailee Any attempt by the bailee,
without the consent of the bailor, to sell or pledge the hired
chattel amounts to its conversion ; but where the hiring is not
personal and is for a definite term the bailee may, in general ,
assign his beneficial interest, and the assignee will secure all
the rights of his assignor. The bailee, however, remains liable
to the owner for any loss due to the neglect of the bailee 's
assignee or servants. This has be�n put O!! the ground of
want of privity between the bailor and subusers of the bailee,
but it is more satisfactorily explained on the principles of ,
agency or of master and servant. The assignee is treated as
a sub-agent or servant of the bailee for whose acts he is, in
general, responsible.
.-

the continuance of the term he, and not the bailor, may bring

an action against a third person for injury to the thing, re-

§ 121. Bailee and third persons The hirer has a special
property in the thing hired, and for the time stands to
strangers in the relation of owner. For any injury from the
hired chattel to third persons due to the neglect of . the bailee
or his servants he, and not the bailor, is liable. And during
the continuance of the term he, and not the bailor, may bring
an action against a third person for injury to the thing, re
covering pay to the full value of the chattel if it be destroyed
by such wrong of the third person. This right rests both on
the hirer 's right to the use of the thing and the fact that he
is answerable over to the general owner. In bailments for an
indefinite term, and in case of inj uries that permanently im
pair the chattel, the bailor also has his action against third
persons.
.-
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covering pay to the full value of the chattel if it be destroyed

by such wrong of the third person. This right rests both on

the hirer’s right to the use of the thing and the fact that he

is answerable over to the general owner. In bailments for an

indeﬁnite term, and in case of injuries that permanently im-

pair the chattel, the bailor also has his action against third

persons.

§122. Compensation to the promisor is the characteristic

feature of all mutual beneﬁt bailments. In locatio rei bail-

ments the hirer is bound to pay the letter for the use of the

thing at the contract price, if there be one. If no price has

been ﬁxed, then the customary price is implied; or in the ab-

§120. Bailey v. Colby, 34 N. H.

29, 66 Am. D. 752; Sanborn v. Col-

man, 6 N. H. 14, 23 Am. D. 703;

Swift v. Moseley, 10 Vt. 208, 33

Am. D. 197; McKenzie v. Nevins,

2:2 Me. 138, 38 Am. D. 291; Schouler,

Bailments & Carriers, § 145. But

sec Baird v. Daly, 57 N. Y. 236, 15

Am. R. 488; Dunlap v. Gleason, 16

Mich. 158, 93 Am. D. 231.

§121. [—] Little v. Fossett, 34

Me. 545, 56 Am. D. 671; American

District Telegraph Co. v. Walker, 72

§ 122. Compensation to the promisor is the characteristic
feature of all mutual benefit bailments. In locatio rei bail
ments the hirer is bound to pay the letter for the use of the
thing at the contract price, if there be one. If no price has
been fixed, then the customary price is implied ; or in the ab-

Md. 454, 20 Atl. R. 1, 20 Am. St. R.

479; Strong v. Adams, 30 Vt. 221,

73 Am. D. 305; McConnell v. Max-

well, 3 Black. (Ind.) 419, 26 Am. D.

428; Brewster v. Warner, 136 Mass.

57, 49 Am. R. 5.
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§

Bailey v. Colby, 34 N. H.
D. 7 52 ; Sanborn v. Col
m an, 6 N. H. 14, 23 Am. D. 703 ;
Sw i f t v. Moseley, 1 0 Vt. 208, 33
A m. D . 1 97 ; McKenzie v. Nevius,
2:..! Me. 138, 38 Am. D. 291 ; Schouler,
Bailments & Carriers, § 145. Bu t
see Baird v. Daly, 57 N. Y. 2 36, 1 5
Am. R. 488 ; Dunlap v . Gleason, 16
.Mich. 158, 93 Am. D. 231.
1 2 0.

29, 66 Am.

§ 121. [-] Little v . Fossett, 34
M e. 545, 56 Am. D. 671 ; American
District Telegraph Co. v. Walker, 72
:Md. 454, 20 Atl. R. 1, 20 Am. St. R.
479 ; Strong v. Adams, 30 Vt. 221,
73 Am. D. 305 ; McConnell v. Max
well, 3 B lack. ( Ind. ) 419, 26 Am. D.
428 ; Brewster v. Warner, 136 Mass.
5 7, 49 Am. R. 5.
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sence of a custom a reasonable compensation must be paid.

What is reasonable is a question of fact to be determined from

the circumstances of the hiring.

§123. ——Contract incomp1ete.—If the hiring was for a

ﬁxed term and the chattel was destroyed or rendered unﬁt

for use without the fault of either party, the hirer, if the

§ § 123-124

sence of a custom a reasonable compensation must be paid.
What is reasonable is a question of fact to be determined from
the circumstances of the hiring.

Contract incomplete.-If the hiring was for a
§ 123.
fixed term and the chattel was destroyed or rendered unfit
for use without the fault of either party, the hirer, if the
contract is divisible, must pay for the use had pro tanto and has
no claim for damages against the letter. If the bailee, how
ever, was at fault he must pay the full price less any amount
the letter may be able to secure from the hire of the thing to
others during the term ; but if the fault is chargeable to the
letter, and the contract divisible, the bailee must pay for the
use pro tanto and may recoup any damages he has suffered.
If the contract was entire, it has been held that the bailee must
pay all or nothing, depending upon the conditions under which
complete fulfillment became impossible. But the better rule is
that for any beneficial services received the bailee should pay
its reasonable worth, deducting any damages he may have
suffered through the fault of the bailor.
-

contract is divisible, must pay for the use had pro tanto and has

no claim for damages against the letter. If the bailee, how-

ever, was at fault he must pay the full price less any amount

the letter may be able to secure from the hire of the thing to

others during the term; but if the fault is chargeable to the

letter, and the contract divisible, the bailee must pay for the

use pro tanto and may recoup any damages he has suffered.

If the contract was entire, it has been held that the bailee must

pay all or nothing, depending upon the conditions under which

complete fulﬁllment became impossible. But the better rule is

that for any beneﬁcial services received the bailee should pay

its reasonable worth, deducting any damages he may have

suffered through the fault of the bailor.
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§124. The duty of the bai1ee.—The relation may be ter-

minated under various conditions, as stated in § 24 and the

following. When the bailee has had the use according to the

terms of the contract, it becomes his duty to redeliver the

chattel and to pay the proper compensation. These duties

may, of course, be modiﬁed by stipulations made in the con-

tract of hire.

§123. Story, Bailments & Car- Cold. (Tenn.) 539, 98 Am. D. 435;

3.

riers, §§ 416, 417 a; Schouler, Bail- Sanborn v. Colman, 6 N. H. 14, 23
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ments & Carriers, §§ 160, 161. Am. D. 703.

§124. [—] Cobb v. Wallace, 5
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§ 124. The duty of the bailee.-The relation may be ter
minated under various conditions, as stated in § 24 and the
following. When the bailee has had the use according to the
terms of the contract, it becomes his duty to redeliver the
chattel and to pay the proper compensation. These duties
may, of course, be modified by stipulations made in the contract of hire.
·

§ 123. Story, Bailments & Car
riers, §§ 416, 417 a ; Schouler, Bail
ments & Carriers, H 160, 161.
§ 124. [-] Cobb v. Wallace, 5

4

Cold. ( Tenn. ) 539, 98 Am. D. 435 ;
Sanborn v. Colman, 6 N. H. 14, 23
Am. D. 703.
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