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the actual seizure of the money by the uheriff and here tbere
Fhgvîr'g been noe actual seizure ini the debtors' lifetime, itwas

ntbound by the writ ait&r his death as agis theorstei
banki uptey who wus entitled tu the money s he claimed-
Buckley, L.J., though agreeing. doem so witl± hesitatiori-and we
should say with good reason. How far the decision is applicable
in Ontario seems doubtfu1.

CHEQI;E-PORGED IND0EXBNT-PAYEE-FITITICUS "YE
B3ELISP OP DRAW£Ft-ILLS OP EXCHANGE ACT, 1882 (45.46
VICT. c. 61) s. 7, suB-s. 3-(R.S.C. o. 119, s. 21(5).)

n Macbeth v. North aud South 'Walea Bank (1908) 1 K.B.
1thCorofAppeal (Lord Alveiatone, G.J., and Buckley -

adKennedy, L.JJ.) have afflrmed the judgment of Bray, J.,
(1906) 2 K.B. 718 (noted anite. vol. 43. p. 13). The facts of the
case w'ere briefly as follows. One White falsely repreuented ta
the pdaintiff that he had agreed te purchase from oe Kerr
certain shares. and had arranged to reseil the shares at a profit,
and induced the plaintiff to give him a cheque on the Clydes-
dale Bank ini fevour of Kerr for the purehase meney for the
shares. White, instead of handing the chaque to Kerr, forged
his nanie to the indorsement of the cheque which ha then de-
pusited in the defendant bank, which colleced the amount from
the Clydesdale Bank. It turned ont that White had made no
agreenient to purchase the shares froin Kerr and that Kerr as
a nuatter of fact owned no sueh shares. The Court of Appeal
agreed with B3ray, J., that Kerr could flot be said ta be a "ficti-
cous person," within R, 7, sub-s. 3, of the Bis of Exchange
Aet 188'2 (R.S.C. c. 119, s. 21(5), and therefore that the defen-
dant hank was liable ta the plaintiff for the amount of the
cheque which they liad received upon the forged indorsanient.

E.ASEMENT-IiIGIIT-LEssEE ENTITLED TO BASEMENT-REVERSIoN
OP DOMINANT TENEMENT CONVEYED TO OWNER OP SERVIENT
TENEMENT-TNTTY 0F SEI5IIN-XTINGUISHMENT 0F -BASE-
NIENT-PRSCRIPTION ACT, 1832 (2-3 Wm. IV. c. 71), o. 3-
(R.S.O. c. 133, s. 36.)

In Richard8on v. Grahamn (1908) 1 K.B. 39 the Court of
Appetil (Lord Alverstone, (I.J., and Buckley and Kennedy, L.
JJ.), following the recent deei4ion of the flouse of Lords in
Margan v. Fear (1907) A.C. 425 (nnted ante, p. 29) held, that


