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the amount being under $2,000,

and .

there being no such future rights as

specified in sub-section (b) of see. 29,
which might be bound by t,he]udgment;
tilbert & Gilman 16 Canada, S. C. R.
189, appeal quashed without costs.
Dominion Salvage & Wirecking Co. v.
Brown, Supreme Ct. of Canada, March
9, 1892,

APPLICATION FOR INSURANCE—See
Insurance 26.

APPRAISEMENT AND PRrROOF or 1.0SS
—See Insurance 10. 19.

ARBITRATION OF Loss—See Insur-
anee 15,

ARGUMENT OF ('OUNSEL—See Crim.
Law, 15, 17.

AssAULT—See Crim. Law 10.

ASSESSMENT OF DAMAGES—See &
of Goods 8.

ASSIGNMENT—See Sale of Goods 7

ASSIGNMENT OF NOTES — See Bills
and Notes 7.

. ASSIGNMENT OF Poricy—See Tnsur-
ance 12, 22.

ASSIGNMENT FOR BENEFIT OF CRE-
_ prrors—See Corporations 13.

ATTORNEY AND CLIENT.
COMPENSATION—GONTRACT.

Plaintiff, an attorney, was interested
with his brother in certain business
furnished by defendant. The brother
was nob & lawyer, and had no interest
in plaintiff’s legal business.

Held, that an agreement Dby the

. brother that plaintiff should undertake
“cerlain litigation for defendant on a
contingent fee was unauthorized and
é\md Jm 20, 1892. Leavitt v. Chase,
;BN Y. Supp 883, affirmed, N. Y.
“Ct of App.

g ATPORNEYS~See Champerty 1. 2.—
3 Counties 2.—Stipulation by Attorney.

¥ AUCTIONEER, RESPONSIBILITY OF,
FFOR PLANT IN HIS EMPLOYER'S PRL
F\ses—See Neg. 15.

E :}UTHORITY OF AGENT 70 WARRANT
¥—See Sale of Goods 8.

AYERLIENTS OF DECLARATION — See
Carriers 8.

Sale

187
BaANK Acr—SeeWarehouse Receipts.

BANKS AND BANKING.

1. CoLLECTIONS — PROOF oF HAND
WRITING.

(L) To relieve a bank from liakility
to refund money paid to it for the
account of its prineipal through frand
or mistake, it must have actually paid
over the same to the principal, and the
giving the principal c¢redit ’for the
mmount on the bank’s books is not
sufficient.

(2) A draft for $12.50, drawn on
pl‘untnff bya corr espondenb was raised
to $5,000, and as so raised, cashed by
plamtxﬁ‘ apon defendani’s plesentmg
it endorsed for collection. Held, that
upon discovery of the fraud, plaintiff
could recover from defendant the
amount paid to it less $12.50 unless
the signature of the drawer was also a
forgery ; and that the fact that the
genuine signature of the drawer had
been touched up a little with a brush
or quill, but not essentially altered,
did not eonsmtube it a forgery.

(8) The testimony upon the part of
defendant to show that the signature
of the drawer of a draft was a forgery
was that of experts, who were un-
familiar with the signature, and who
only testified from scientific tests,
and a comparison of the signature Wlth
those acknowledged to be gennine, and
from the appearance of the signature
of the draft in guestion. On the other
hand, the drawer himself, and various
persons who had seen him write, and
were familiar with his signature, all
swore that in their opinion the 31gm-
ture was genuine. Held, that a find-
ing in favor of the geuuineness of the
signature would not be disturbed, and
leb the fact that the drawer lad
written a letter in reference to his
signature, in which he did not ex-
press himself in as positive terms
as he did as a witness, in no way
discredited his test;nuony December
22, 1891. United Stales Nat. Bank v.
Nat. Parl Bank of New York, 13 N.Y.
Supp., 411, affirmed without opinion.
N.Y. Ct. of App., Alb. L. J.

. DRAFT— ACCEPTANCE— REVOCA-
TION.



