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£VIDENOU9-CMIaSBON-SNu<o SUBJECT MATTER 0F ACTION -OUT OF JtlRIS.
DICTION FOR INSPECTION 0F WITNESSBS-O]tDER XXXVII. R. 5, ORD. L., R. 3
CONT. RULES 499, 1096).

Chaptin V. Pgttit* (1898) 2 Q.B. i6o. This was an action
brouglit to, recover a stamp album alleged to have been stolen
from the plaintiff at Johannesburg, in the Transvaal. On his
application the album was ordered to be sent out to the
Transvaal for the purpose of being inspected by witnesses for
the plaintiff, who were to be examined by commission. The
application being based on~ the provisions of Rules, Ord.
xxxvii. r. 5, Ord. L., r. 3. (Ont. Rules 499, 1096).

INTrERPLADR-PAYMINT INTO COURT MY CLAIMANT-SUBSEQUENT SEIZUIRE
0F SAM£ GOODS BY ANoTHER CREDITOR-FURTHER PAVMRNT INTrO COURT-
PRACTICIC.

In Koichie- v. Golden Sovereigns (1898) 2 Q. B. 164, goods had
been seized under execution, and had been claimed by a third
person, as between whom and the creditor an interpicader
issue had been directed, the claimant paying the value of the
goods into Court to abide the resuit. The, goods were subse.
quently seized by another execution creditor, and again
claimed by the same claiiriant, and the question was whether
lie could be required, as against the subsequent execution
creditor, again to pay the value of the goods into Court.
Grantham, J., held that lie was only liable to pay the extra
costs, but the Court of Appeal (Smith and Chitty, L.JJ.>
allowed the appeal fromn his order, and held that the second
execution creditor wvas entitled to require security to be given
for the full value of the goods, as the first payment into court
did flot operate as a purchase of the goods.

1BILLB AND NOTES-ENDORSER LIABILITY OF-ENORSEMENT 0F INCOMPLETE
BILL-BILLS OF EXCHANGz ACT, 1882 (45 & 46 VICT., S. 61) ss. 55, 56 (53
VîCT., C. 3j3, 55. ).
Jetikiis v. Goo;nber (1898) 2 Q.B., 168, was an action against

an indorser of a bill of exchange which failed, because at the
time of the indorsement by the defendant, the bill was incom-
plete. The facts of the case were as follows: Arthur
Cooniber owed the plaintifsr mnoney, and for the purpose of
securing the amount due, it was agreed that the plaintiffs


