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3:;3 efor flhen- deposit without declaring their
S and received therefore a ticket headed
ita faggage and cloak office,” and bearing on
ions ‘;‘:; ltl;x Plain type, a reference to condi-
Was on tae_ back. Among these conditions
e roy © stating that the company would not

A ex}:onmbl_e for more than £5 value, unless
thet "131 valiie was declared and paid for, and
for loss fe company will not be responsible
the ol § OF njury to articles except left in
con d'?‘a -room.” Plaintiff knew there were
whatlé}‘:ns on the ticket, but did not know
the se €Y Were. The parcels were left by
putts Tvant in an exposed place, instead of
offio B¢ them in the ‘* Luggage and cloak
madi’ I.rl'efe.rred to on the ticket, and a thief
conld Ooff with them, Held, that the plaintiff
ot Bot recover although the parcels were
iﬁg)m; 1nto the cloak-room, becanse the con-
plainl? on the ticket were binding. and the
of th iff must be held to have had knowledge
w0a, M. —Harris v. The Great Weslern Rail-

¥ Co, 1Q. B. D. 515.

thezcll’lamtxﬂ' left his bag, worth £24 12s., at
oot e‘;’akﬂ_‘oom of defendant’s station, and re-
was o1 a ticket therefor, on the face of which
of o e date and number of it, and the time
the Pening and closing the cloak-room, and,
Btat;lords ‘“See Back.” On the back it was
onl that the company would be responsible
a Y to the amount of £10. There was also
B n:tlcce to this eﬁ'e(l:t hung in the cloak-room

onspicuous place. The jury found as
: nf;"‘t that the plaintiff did not read his ticket,
back did not know of the condition on the
he & and that, as a reasonably careful man,
aw;%uz under no obligation to make himself
panre of said condition. Held, that the com-
Pari Wag liable for the value of his bag.
48 V. South- Eastern Railway Co.,1 C.P.D,
BANKE}L*S« BiLrs AND NoTEs, 3.

Ba
B8 FEE. —Sep TExANT 1N TaiL.
LL OF Laniyg,

By a bill of Iadin
" 2, 806 packages of tea,
‘h;gl:ﬁd on beard the Medway at London for
livererle?'l' for the appellants, were *‘ to be de-
rer Irom the ship’s deck where the ship’s
treglonmblmy shall cease at the port of Mon-
way a;ad - unto the Grand Trunk Rail-
the ’stat' y them to be forwarded thence to
sald t‘alqn nearest Toronto, and at the afore-
eirzs;mu delivered to ™ the appellants or
to liab'lggns' There was a list of exceptions
age lt ity, and then the elause,  No dam-
e :r can be Insured aguinst will be paid
e R will any claim whatever be admitted,
S8 made before the goods are removed,”

Pl appellant’s ware-
of b 1n Toronto on the 13th, 16th, and 17th

2y. The shippers were informe
:?P;llinnts of damages to the tes on ‘:hle)yséillf
any clyi. Held, that the clause, ““Nor will
fon-at ;:; whatever be admitted unless made
m‘o‘;‘] f;zoods are removed,” referred to the
al of the goods from the railway station

rather than from the ship, and that not”
merely patent damage, but latent damage,
that an examination at the station would have
revealed, was meant. Appeal dismissed.—
Moore v. Harris, 1 App. Cas. 318.

BiLLs AND NoTEs.

1. 16 & 17 Vict. e. 69, §19, provides, that,
if a check is presented to a bank * which
shall, whev presented for payment, parport
to be indorsed by the ” payee, the bank shall
not be Jiable by paying the same, &¢. Plain-
tiffs did business in their own name, and also
as ‘8, & Co., Agent K.” In payment for
goods bought of the latter concern, defend-
ants gave checks payable to “8. & Co. or
order,” to K., who indorsed the checks:
“8. & Co., per K. Agent.” got the money,
and misappropriated it. Held, that the de-
fendants were not liable to the plaintiffs in
any form. —Charle v. Blackwell, 1 C. P. D.
548. '

[Vor. X111, N.8.—48

2. The plaintiffs in New York purchased a

idraft of 8. & Co. for £1,000 on S., P., & Co
n London, payable to the order of the plain-
tiffs. ‘They indorsed it to W. & Co., of ‘Brad-
ford, England, and enclosed it in a letter to
W. & Co. for transmission. The letber was
placed in the ** Letter Box " in the plaintiffs’
office, where their letters for the post were
usually put. It was stolen by one of their
clerks whose duty it was to take the letters to
the post-office, and in the course of a fort-
night it was presented to defendants’ bank,
with a forged indorsement by W. & Co. to C.
or order, and the blank indorsement of C.,
the bearer. Defendants received the draft,
stamped it with their bank stamp, sent it to
8., P., & Co., got the money on it, and tarned
the money over to the bearer. Evidence was
offered at the trial to show that it was the
general custom to send a letter of advice with
a draft, or on the next steamer when a foreign
remittance was made. This evidence was re-
jected. Held, that an action for money re-
ceived to the plaintiffe’ use would lie; that
there was no evidence of negligence to stop
the plaintiffs from setting up their title to
the draft ;@nd that the evidence in question
was propelly rejected. —Arnold v. Chegque
Bank. Same v. City Bank, 1 C.P. D. 573.

8. A check drawn by the plaintiff on M.
& Co., his bankers, payable to the order of P.,
and crossed “‘L. and C. Bank,” was stolen
from. P., and his indorsement forged,
then offered to defendant, who, after tele-
graphing to M. & Co., and receiyed word that
the check was good, took it in good fuith and
gave it to his bankers for presentation.
Meantime P. learned his loss, wrote to plain-
tiffs about it, and asked for another check,
which was sent Him. Afterwards the first
check was presented to M. & Co. by the L.
and J. Bank, and was paid in spite of the
crossing on its face, Subsequently the sec-
ond check was presented to M. & Co., and
paid. The jury found everybody concerned,
except the defendant, had been guilty of peg-
ligence in the watter. Held, that the action
could be maintained, as the defendant aec-
quired no title to the check, and M. & Co.
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