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WVe lidve a 1-k nch which, as a whole, wouild be a credit to anv -

country on earth. It wotild be greatly to be deplored if any rnern-
ber of that l3ench shtu-uld so act or bpcak as to cali forth angirv
conmitnts or raise hostile feelings on the part of a Bar, which woul
greatly prefer ico treat it, if permiitted, with rnlost kindly respect
and coi.rtcsy.

CURRJS?4T ENGLISU CVJSLS.
(Lmw Report., for f~,ie.-
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Venables v. I-)nripig, (1892) 3 Ch. 527, wvas a cofltest between
the plaintiff as bond fide holder of railroad bonds which liad been
stolen fromi the defendants, Baring & Co., as to tht- ownership of
the bonds. The bonds in question were iîsuied bN an Arnerican
railway cornpany, and deposited b% the company wîth the defend-
arits, I3aring & Co., as their agents for the sale oftheni. 11 each

~~ bond the company akovegditself to bu indebted to two
nained trustees or - bearer "in a principal sunn Nhich mou~d lw
due, and which the connpany Nwould pay on the ist MNa-v, i 9o3, at
the deféndants', Baring ý Cos., office: and the company - further

;j promised ' ta pav six per cent. interest thereon half-yearlv., in
~4Iaccordance witl-i coupons innexed. which were aiso payaIlble to

"bearer." The bonds also contained a statemnent that their pav-
'4ment was stcured by a collateral mortgage on the compauv s

property. This rnorigage contiined a proviso that in case of de.
fault of parnent ai the interest for ninety da)s. the principal on
all the bonds should becon-ie payable. W\hile the bonds in qutes-
tion %vere in the defendants', Baring & Co's., cuistody for sale, they
were stolen iii 1883. The defendants imnrediately advertised the
Ioss. In i891 the plaintiff, who carried oni business as a banker,
advanced a strni of rnoney to a custorner on s;ectirity of sonne of

thtteplaintiff Nvas holder of the bonds, notified him that

te eestolen and refused to payý the interest, and the present

Bain Co. to efrepyin.Kkeihjedhtleoii
weenegotim.ble instruments, and that notwithstanding the adver-

tieetof the loss the plaintiff had niot obtained them under
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