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e rei. trar.General should from week te week pay over the amnunts so depouie by
is, incheques on their account in faveur of t. colonial treasurer. Moneys were from

case time to time sent to the plaintifsr' bank by the Registrar-General by the ha:nds
e the ýof his clerk, who fraudulently kept back part of the moneys and concealed the

fraud by forging receipts frorn the bank for the proper arnount. The Registrax-
Gencral drew cheques in favour of the colonial treasurer on the account, on the

LIEN. assiuinption that ail the money had been properly paid into the account, which
suit cheques were duly honoured. The resuit wvas that the account cf the Registrar-

ares General was largelv overdrawn te the extent of the amounts fraudulently ab-
ain. stracted by the clerk cf the Registrar-General; ne xiotification having been sent

s for to that efficer by the bank that the account svas being overdrawn. The present
d to act ion was brought against the colonial treasurer for the amount thus overdrawn;
the but the Judicial Crnmittee (Lords Watson, Hobhouse, Macnaghten, Morris, and

di to Hauînen, and Sir R. Couch> agreed with the Supreme Couid cf New South
tion WVa1es in dismissing the action. Their Iordships were unable te accede te the

tionn atrgument of counsel for the appellants that the xnoneys tlus paid by way of
Pro. overdraft were paid in mistake of fact, or could be regarded as had and .received

,rue-1w the Governent te the use of the bank. On the ceutrary, they held that they
been werc nmoneys which the Registrar-General had in fact collected, and which the
rivy b;ank led the Government to believe had actually been deposited with thein, and

R. there was ne authority, express or implied, frem the Government te the bank te
t be houeur any cheques of the Registrar-General for any amount beyend what wvas

l(der, actually depositAd by him. \Ve may observe that the liability cf the Registrar-
st of General fer the )verdraft was not in question,
peal ________________

Y OF otes and seIectiûlls.
was ELECTRIC XVIRE-CONTRIBUTORY NIZGLIGFNCE.-WIiere a citizen cf Camu-

an bridge, Massachusetts, thrust eut cf his way a " live " wire which lay or, the side-
the walk it wvas held by the Supreme Court cf the State that he was not guilty of
nts contributory negligence.
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or S.ternal mark on the body, and the plaintiff's injury was a strain which was not

externally visible for somne time after the accident, it was held that he ceuld re-
DtA- cover. Pennùigton v. Pacific, etc., lm. Co., Sup. Court of Iowa, May 23, 1892.

her
t of" WILL-EviDENCE OF~ SOLICITOR.-It was held in Dolserty v. O'Callaghais

be! (Sup. Jud.ý Ct. Mass., June 27, 1892) that on the question whether or not an in-

~ he-strument presented for probate is the will of the testater, the attorney whc

gis- ' prepared the instrument mnay testify te the directions given hirn by the testator.


