
than they actually were tin order to reieve
thernseles f<OM their iiability on the gua.ran-
tee. The defendants obtained an order for
the deliverv of particulars of the alleged false
entries. The plaintifsé deiivered a list of the
items complained of; -The -defendants- moved
for fiýther and botter particulars. Kay, J.,
refuseid the application, but, on appeai, the
Court of Appeal heid that an entry might bo
wrong in différent ways, and that the moere
specification of the entries coiMplained of did
not give the deondaitta sufficiont information,
and that the plaintiffs tritst stato shortly as to
eixei itemn the geiueril nature of the objection
thcy mnade to it.
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lu ILston . Lonon 7int StOck CO., 34 Chy*
1). 3, the question invoived was tlic right of
thtc detèndants to hold certain securitios which
had i>een piedged with thin hv a mnoiney
lifflor z. asgiust the owtier thereof. The
Pliintiff, S., hiad give lu bo is co.pIaintiff, E.,
cel-tain bonds whicli were mnate payable to
bcarer, for th( ptorpose Of raising meoney
îiiQrcon hy way titortgage, aud E. depositeti
te bonds %vith L. -ey icuider uamned Mozley

foi the Plurpose of his raising înouecy on thern
fruini joint dtock banks. Moiey obtairiet an
,ulviiice nui the defendants Iby depositing
Hliuec~.,is together %vith the secuirities tif

nt lier enrstoînierbs, with thit. lie, NM10iev, souri
,iîerîî ard becamue lankrtpt, and the defuntl.>
,îtits ulaiiiicd te heiti the bonds as gcîîrity fur
ait the dubt dite froîn Mî,zley tu thein. Lt %vas
fetîndI hy the court that the pliîntiff, L. liati

oi; f the course of, dealing btitweûn Mozlef
;111( te defenidants, rinder which lie hati heeil

,îicn~oînsIto depeosit sectities (If bis, ces.
t tîjeris en b1oc tu semnre advaîîces, and it %vas
liteit thnt althoughi S. tidti fot authorixe L. te
dical witli the secturities otherwise titan hy way
,11 nierrage, yet as lie hadt-oecttect th,.- traiîs*
fQrs in blank, anti bat handed the bonds tu E.
transfurable by tielivery, he was estopped frvont
eb1jucting to the defetîdants' legai tit!e , andi
tied tli defendante having obtained the bonds
ia die ortiinary course of dualing wiffi Mozley,
%% itiient any reagoti for Fiispecting that he v 'at
exceedit.g bis autherity, were purchasers for
"chue Mwithaut naitice, andi were etited te hôold
themgi as serurity for aIl theo debt due by
N10xdey te thern.
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Willamm v. Jona., 34 Chy. D. iao, was an
action brouglit by a residuary ltegatee againat
an executor and trustee for administration
alloging- certain .miscondixct, -On -talng- the.
accounts, it appeared that the defendant
before. action had givon a correct account of
the capital, but that in the accontits ho bat
rendered of the incoie ho had not accounted
for nearly as much as ho ought. The special
charges of miscondruct, howover, wore net
substantiated. Kay, J., ordered that the
plaintiff's costs relating to the incarne accout
and the defendant's costs of the reat of the
action shonîti bo taxed and set off against
eacii other. The plaintiff appealeti; but Lt
%vas heid that the order xvas not appealable,
for that the coats of a hostile action seeking
to charge the defendant xith costs on the
ground of acts of mîtscouduct, wore flot within
the oid rule of the Court of Chancery that the
plaintiff iu an administration action was en-
titioti ta coats ont cf the fond, unless thore
%were special groundis for depriving him of
theni, but wver- iii the diseretion of the Juâge.

CHSEi- AUTION-EiQUT&Lax ASSIONVIMNT.

The oniy point for %vhich vve think it noces-
sary to mention Gort'inge v. Jrwvell Jîîdin Rubber
Coiipanyiý Works, 34 ChY. D. 128, is that a
memorandumi delîx'eret by a joint stock coin.
pany ta thoir creditors ta the foliowviig effect:
Il \e sîoldti t your dlisposai the suin of f ta5
due fromn Messrs. C. & Co. for gootis solt andi
deiivered by ris to thiton op ta 3 1st Dec., ï884,
util the balance of Our acceptance for £66o

lias boeu liai(!," was litId ta constitoto an im-
mediate equîtable, assigtnient cf the debt cf
£4225 anti was valiti as against the assignors
withotut notice to C. & Ca.

Bowen, L.J., says at p. 135.
The rome that notice of the assigneloent cf a chose

in action P t'wcessarv i4t a ruie as butweeu the dif-
ferenit incarubraurers; but there iii ne itecessi.ty fer
sucb notice as between the i.ssignor and the assignee.

Trix fact that the centpany wvas ordoreti to
bu wotund ap beforo notice of the assignrnont
was giveni ta C. & Ce. waa held in make no
différence in the right cf the arwignt >, andi it
was holti that it was net a disposition nf ',li
cocnpany's property mate Letwoen the conî-
tncacemer.t oý the winding tip andthe ob rder
fer winting up, within sec. 153 cf te Co-m.
panies Act, te6z.
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