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1. This is a true QiR-I action – b/c in a quiet title action you say you want the ct to rule that you have the best title in the entire world 
2. What is interesting about this case is O.W. Holmes saying that this is OK, other than b/c of the Due Process Clause of the 14th Amend, he has a very modern reason for it
1) He doesn’t actually pretend that prop has actually be seized (that QiR-I fictions fix this stuff)
2) ( You’re really talking about the rights of people in property rather than the prop itself
3) He simply says that if Quiet Title actions are to be allowed they must bind people that knew about the case AND those who didn’t know about the case – otherwise it has no utility

4) You obviously have to make good faith efforts to notify everyone you can, but often you can’t notify everyone who may have a claim
5) Holmes doesn’t pretend that service by publication notifies everyone

6) The question in this case is whether the benefit of the bank taking notice that everybody who lives on the prop will get to come and defend b4 they lose their rights outweighs the cost
3. Holmes says that the Quiet Title is so important that we’ll have to absorb the (fairly small) cost that somebody w/ an int in the prop might not find out about it 

4. ( 
Holmes says the key point here is social policy – it’s about what matters more:
1) The absent persons absolute right to have notification, or
2) The Ability to have Quiet Title action
5. This is a transition to the 20th century view 
