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TRit LWITÂTION op CaTAi ACTIONS-RECENT ENGLISI! DEcIStoriS,

~ t court felit itef bound to coràe to a differ- RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.
V ent conclusion, owing to the case of

v. Nckods.The Law' Re ports for December cern.

Hëre then the matter resta, as far as the prise 17 Q. B. D. pp. 689-8si; xi P. D.
Astate of the law on the point is concernedý; pp. 125.186; 33 Chy. D. pp. 223-65t;

but we would like-to see smre authoritative and xi App. Cas. pp. 415.664.
decsin as to whether the decision of the TBOVER-PosT o1108 es llCAU NOG

Court of Appeal ini England ought to be
considered paramounit to that of aur Not iflany of the cases ini the uens

Ontaie our ofAppel, r nt. ~k.Bench Division are of much intereat in this,
Province. rtue Fine Art Society v. Ti Untionl

ing at the laniguage used in the case of Bai,ý 17 Q. B. D. 705, is the first to clàirii Trimble v. Hill, L. R. 5 App. Cas. 342, attention. In this case the Court of Appeal
one might alinost conclude that it ought determined that, where a post office order had

S se to be considered. The appeal there 1been fraudulcntly deposited wvith a bank by a
was frorn a judgment of the Suprerne person flot entitled thereto, the money for
Court of Newv South Wales, which court 1which ivas received by the bank, and placed

~- had irfused to depart fromn a prvasto the credit of the person by %whom the post

ïî'X judgrnent of their ewn, construinig a sta- office order had been depoïited, the bank were
V tue pased n th sae tems a an in able to the rightful payee of the post office

eiaSttt.TeHueoLodhed order for the inoney 50 obtained. The post
peril Satut. Te Hose f Lods eld office regniations provided that where a post

that the court below rnight well have office order is presented for payment by a
yielded te the high authority of the Court banker, it should be payable without the signa-
of Appeal in England, by a judgrnent of ture by the payce of the receipt contained iii
wvhich court ail the courts in England arc the orc?r, provid 0 the naine of the banker
bound until a contrary determnatiori has presenting the cror is printed or stamped
been arrived nt by the House of Lords; 1 upon it; and it was held that this regulatioî,

and their lordshipsthought that in Coloniesddntgveteotofcererhehaatr
where a like enactinent has been passed o eoibeisrmn rnfrbeùbeat-er by delivery so as to bring the case
by the Legisiature the Colonial Courts within the doctrine of Goodfoin v. Robarts, i

lsh-ould also govern theinselves by it. App. Cas. 476.
Frorn this it would appear that, where N9 TnIAI-VJËRIDW? A(Alq- w U or

our statute is identical with die Imperial aînc~

* statute <except that les years is substi- lu JVebser v. Frkedeberg, 17 B. . D. 736, the
* tuted for twelv,-), if a like case to Alflait v. jprinciple upon which thde court should proceed

àfcTavish were again to corne before the in granting a iie\ trial on the gtronnd that the
Court of Appeal here, that court should verdict is against the weighit of evidonce was

be governed by Stition v. Sutton, and not Iagain discussed, and'is noteworthy for the fact

adhere to their previeus decisions in Alla n thtLd seMR nasanwad
isomewhat difféent proposal for the amend-

v. MTavs/i nd oicev. 'Loane.ment of the rule laid clown in Solonion v. Bition.
8 Q. B-. D) 176, from' that suggested by Lord
Halitiury in the late case of the Metropolitait

1Ry. Co. v. Wright, ti App. Cas. i5a (znoted
ufltép.255>. lu Solornon v. Bitloeiit may berie-
mernhered that it ls laid down by jessel, Ni.R,
that the question whether a new trial should

eh lbe grantod on the ground that the verdict is
against the weight of evidence, dejpeîds upon
whether the verdict is one which reasonable


