
DIGEST or TaE ENGiisi LÂw RyPOuTS.

2. Plaintiff ieft his bag, worth £24 12s., at
the cloak-roomî of defeiidanit's station, and
received a ticket theî d'or, un the face of which
Was the date and number of it. and the tinie
of opening aud closing the cloal<-roorn, and
the words IISee Back." Oit the back it wvas
fitated that thec conîpany wouid he responsibie
oiiy tu the lunouuît of £10. ihere was
also a notice tu this etfect bang in the cloak-
ront in a consp.irtous place. 'l lie junry
found as a tact tliat the plaintifi' did ilot
read blis ticket, and did not know of thec con-
dition on tlie nack, and iliat, ais a reasonabiy
careftul mian, lie wvas uniler no obligaitionto
inake hiniseif aware of sajd condition.He,
that the coinpaiîy was lialule for flie value of
bis bag.-Parker v. The Soulh-castern Rail-
way Co., 1 C. P. 1). 418.
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BASE FEE.-Se TENANT IN TAT.

BILL or LÂi>î.NG

By a bill of' lading 3lig packages of teal,
Shipped on boardthfe MIedway ai Lonidonî foi
Iloitreal, for the applilants, wvre Il ta bc
dtlivered fronti tii, ship's deck were tbi-
8hip's responsibility shall celase lit ttie port of
Montreai . . .unlto the Grand Truîîk Rail.
way, and by tilent to ha forwarded thrîîce to
the station nrearest Toronto, and at the aforp-
Said station delimvered to " the appelîsuts or
their assiguis. There was a li.st of exceptions
tu liability, and then the clause, IlNo daniage
that can bie insured against will be paid for,
nor will aîîy claijn wlîatcver ho, adnîitted, un-
less madle betare the good8 are renîoved."
The ship arrived May 2d or 3d. Thu. ten was
tinloadedasud julaced iii slippirîg-sheds. Froiîi
the shipping.slîds it was reunoved to the rail.
way freiglît-sheds oit the 6th, 9tli, and 12th
'Of May, and delivered at the appellant's
warehouse ini Toronto on the 13th, l6th, and
l7th of May. The shippers were iiîfurmed by
the appellaîîts of daînage to the tea ont the
3Oth ut'May. 1el, that the clause, ' Nor
will any claii alatever lie admnitted iîîîless
Inlade before the goods are reiiuoveul," referred
ta the renioval of the goods front the rilway
Station ratlier thaîî froni the. ship, and that
nat nserely puatenît dauîîage, hut laten t t lanuage,
that an exaîoinatiuiî at the, station would have
revealed, was înecaîît. Appe.dul imiiissd.-
ifOore v Harris 1 App. Cas. 318.

111LL8 AND NOTE,.

1. 16 & 17 Vict. c. 59, § 19, provides,
tliat, if a check is presrîîted to a baîîk Ilwhiclî
shahl, w lien îuresetited for paymeîît, puport
to be indorsed by the" paver, the buînk shall
IlOt be fiable tuy paying the saîine, &c. plain-
tifs8 did business in thrir own naine, and also
S' '«S. & Co. Agenît, K." lut paymîent for
£ods bouglit of tue latter concern, defeudants
gave checks payable to IlS. & Co. or oîder,"
to K ., wlho indorst.d the Clîecks : "S. & Co.,
per K., Agenlt," ', t the ilnoney andîniisappro-
priated it. 1144d, thiut the defendants were
ilot , lable to tlîe plaintiffs in any forni.

harlese v. Blackwell, 1 C. P. D. 548.
2. Tlie plaintiffs iii New York purchased

A draft of s. & Ca. for £1, ooo on s., P., &

Co. in Londost, payable ta the order of the
plaintiffs. Tluey indorsed it to W. & Co., of
Bradford, England, and enclosed it in a letter
to W. & Co. for transmission. 'The letter
wss place 1 iin the IlLetter Box Il in the plain-
tiffs' office, where their letters for the post
were usually put. It Mas stolen hy one of
their clerks whose duty it ivas to take the
letters lx.) the post-office, and in the course

1 of a fortnigbt it n'as presenterd ta defendants'
batik, witb a forged indorsenuent by W. & Co.,
to C. or orderý and the blank indorsement of

1C., the bearer. Drfrndaîîts received tlîe dIraft,
stanîîped it witlî tlîeir batik stamp, Sent it ta
C., P, & Co., got the înoney on it. and turned
thc înouney over to the bearer. Evidenàce was
offered ýt the trial to Show that it was the
general custoîî to send a letter of adviee with
a draft, or on the next stamer teheni a foreigu
renîittaîîu' ivas msde. Thuis evidence wast re-
jeted. IIeld, that an action for nsoney re-
ceived to the pluîintiffs' use would lie ; that
there was îîo evidence of niegiigrîîce ta estop
the piaiîîtiifs frntu settiîîg up their titIs ta the
draft suad thA the eviilruce in question was
properly rejectî-d. -- Arnold v. Cheque Banke.
Saie v. City' Banke, 1 C. P. D. 573.

i3. A cheick îirawîî by the jilaintiff on
1 M. & Co., lia hankers, payable to the arder

of P'., ani crîîssed Il L. & C. Bank," was
stolen front P., and his indorseinent forged.
It was tiieu ottéed tu defrndant, who, after
telegraphing to M. & Co, 1 ad receiving word

1 thiat tile e ,c k was good, took it iii good faith
and gave it ta bis hunkers for 1 îrreetatiofl.
Meantinie P. leurnrd bis bass, wruîte to plain-
tilts about it, sud asked for another check,
wbiclî was sant hini. Afterwartls the first
chrck wss îureseilted to M. & Co. by the L.
aud J. lîaîk, aîîî was palîl in spite of tise
crossing ou its face. Subsequi-ntiy the second
check was presented to M. & Ca., snd paid.

j The jury found everylîody coucernad, excapt
the drfcîîdaîît, lad been guiity of negligence
iii the unatter. Held, that thec action conld
be îîîajutaitied, as the defendant acquired no

1 title to the check, sud MN. & Co. 1uaid the first
rl-ck teithout authority.-Bobbeti v. PiakeU,

1Ex. 1). 368.

*BOND av $flhl'mAsTrit-&Ge COLLISION, 2.

BILOKER.
Il. & Co., fruit brokers, gav'e the 'plaintiff

a suld.îîote as follows: "&e biate tl day
* sold to yon, an account of James Morand à

Co,20ocases oraniges," Wlsich theY Signed

iigsinst the brokers for njoi -performiance, held,
that they intended tao biîsd their principals,
sant that thty were l'ot liable as principals
tlieîîîselves.-Cadd V. HOUtghtOnu, 1 Ex. D. 357.

Sed PRINCIPAL AND AGENT, 2.

CARRIER.-Sge CoMMa(N CAaRRIERI.

CHARTERPATY.& FaîtIofT.

CHECK.-See BILLS AND NOTES, 1, 2, 3.

CLÂA.S8
1.- A testatar left an aggregste fund to

truistels ta juay the incartne ta his wile, and on
her deutiî ta apply the jicane ta the support

X&Y, 1877.1 [Vol. XIII., N's-189CANADA LAW JOURNAL.


