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COM.JJEWVYS ONl CURRENT ENGLIS11 DE CISIONS.

We now coniclude our notes on cases ini the first instalment of the Law
Reports for Deccmbcr-.

t Wî .L-COSTRUCTIONi-" P ROPEPTV AT NIV 3AN K."

hI re P rater De.ruige v. Beare, 36 ChY. 1). 473, is a decision of Chitty, J., pon
the construction of a ivilI whcreby the testator bequeathed "my property at R.'s
batik." At his dicaili he had at R.'s batik a cash balance, also certificates of
shares, some of wh'ich wcrc inscribcd in bis naine, and otbcrs payable to bearer.
Chitty, J., held that only the cash balance passcd by this bequest, bccause the
share certificates wcrc flot propcrty at the ban k, but mercly evidence of titie te
things out of the batik, and not things in it.

PRINCIPA-l, AND AGENT--MNA;*(,fR OF TRAî)I%(ý COMPANY-PROMiSSORY NOTE SIGNEAD
ON 1EHALF 0F COMPANY.

In Citiutiigiamn & C'o., 36 Chy. D. 532, the question w~as %vbetbier a1 note

given by the manager of a trading corînpany), and signcd by him " ii representa-
tion " of the company, wvas binding on the Company? l'le nlote %v'as givenl under
the following circurstances: The coipn hiqeto ere importers and
traders in tinncd ox tongues and other provisions. Huniter, who wvas appointed
to take entire charge of the intcrests of the company in South America, but
having no express power to sign or accept bis or promissory notes on behialf of
the company, wvas desirous of cnterinlg into a contract with one Liberos fur the
supply of ox tongues to the company ini South America ;but Liberos ref'used te r

enter into the contract unlcss a guaraic wvas given by some third personl. J. C.
Simpson agreed to give the guarantee by dcpositing £î,oo>o in a banik to the
order of Liberos. As an iindemiiity to Simpson, Hlunter gave him the promis. i
sory note in question for £î,ooo, signed by hilm " in representation " f the coin-

pany. The Company madie default in carryitig out the contract %vitb Liberos,
and, under a power containied in it, the deposit w~hicli wvas paid to hlmii %vas for-
feited. No goods werc suipplied to the company under the contract. The coin-

i pany neyer recognized the nlote, and it wvas dishonoured at mnaturity. The coin-

pany being in liquidation, Simpson claimed to prove the note, but his claimi wa.s
resisted by the liquidator, and North, J., held that unlder the circuin.stances the
company wcre flot bound by it, on the grounid that the note %%ras tiot given in

[j order to carry on the business in the ordinary way.

VOLUNTARY OjiFr-TRU.sT-)iIVFRY 0F PROMISSORY NOTE 'lO HE HANr)Iir OVJtR '10
THIRD PERSON AFTFR 1)EATH OF MAKER.

I re Richards, S/îeresto,:e v. Brock, 36 Chy. D. 541, is a decision of North, J.
fn this case a testatrix mnade lier w~ill in 1873, bequeathîng a legacy of fi o to
Ellen Harris, wvho wvas ber domestic servant. In August, 1877, the testatrix
made a promissory ilote for £20o, payable on dernand to Ellen Harris, and
handed the note to the testatrix' solicitor, with instructions to retain it tili the


