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hirn, and they affirmed the judgment of Kennedy, J., at the trial

in favour of the plaintiff. This case is also reported 9 R., July,
246.

joINr coz-iRAcioR-CHrQuII GivaN 13Y ONE~ JOINT CO'4'i'RACOR--UINSATISFIEI)

juJi)G'MENT ON CHEQUlY-ACTION AGAINST joiN'r CONTRACTOR ON CONTRA<T-

RES JUDICAITA.

In Wegg Prosser v. Davis, (I894) 2 Q.B. 1 -1, an unsuccessful

atternpt was mnade to extend the principle of ..endall v. Hanil1ton,

4 App. Cas. 504. The action was brought on a guarax..ee given

bv, the defendant and one Thomas jointly for the payrrnent bv a

third person of his rent. Thomas had giý en his cheque for haif

a vcar's rent, antO the plaint iff had sued Thomas on the cheque

and recovered a judginent, whichi was stili unsatisfied. The

action wvas brought to recovuýr the same half-year's rent frorn the

djefendant, and he clairned to be released, by reason of the judg-

ment recovered against his co-contractor on the cheque. H-e

relied on Cainbefort v. Citap;ian, i9 Q.B.D. 229, but Wills, J.,,
dcclined to follow that case, and held that, as the cause of action

oni the cheque and on the guarantee were flot the saine, the

jud('înent recovered on the cheque wvas no bar to the action

agaýiîst the defendant on the guarantee, .ot\witlhstaiditig that

the cheque had been given iii respect of the joint contractors'

lial'ilit'y on the guarantee, and he gave judgment in fiavour of the

pa i ntiff.

cRossci> (tît i- TROVER.-CONVERSION-311.LS OF EXClUANflIt ACiT.

Kleinwort v. Coinptoir Natioiial D'Escomipte dc Paris, (1894) 2 Q.B,

1157, illinitrates very forcibly the benefit of crossing a cheque in

the mnannier provided by the B3ills of Exchange Act. ln this case

the payee of a crossedl cheque indorsed it to the plaintiffs, and

posted it to thern. In the course of transmission the cheque

xvent astrav, and got into the possession of a stranger, who

obliterated ýhc indorseinent n favour of the plaintiffs, uiid sub-

stittuted a seilindorsceinent in favour of hiniself. FIe ind rsed

the cheque and presented it to tho defendants, \vho carricd on a

banking btisiîicss ini Paris, and requestod thoin to collect it.

whiceh thcv d id. andi iaiîded hiiii ovier t he rnori; y anil i t waks lieli

liv. Cave, J., thiat the dlefendants, by recceiving m~e inonev and

paving it over to a person wlio had no titie to the clvî0que, wort

guilty of a conversion of the che(que, and wvere t hertfort- lable tu


