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corivilctiof in the minds of these simple sons of the soil that aill ay r
r ~ sharpers and require close watching. But notwithstanding this, they find it

necetssary to employ the rogues occaaionaliy. An elderly agriculturiist, owning a
fine farin not far from here, being in need of a legal adviser, called at my office,

e ~. rinl requested mie to draNv his wili. Aiter receiving his instructions, 1 prepared the
t <~ocurnentand read it over to him. I had apparently hit off exactlywhat he wanted,

',after hearing it read over twice, and seeming to urxderstand it peifectly, he
signed it and Ieft it with nie for safe keeping. Two or three days afterwards 1
was astonished by a visit from a brother of my client, who appeared to be some-

-lmt ut, anc accused mie of attempting to secure hi!ý brother' s property by
rudr iwing his will to suit niyself. Of course 1 indignantiy denied any such inten*

tio, ad akedforan explanation. Lt appeared that after ieaving rny ofice my
cliot had begun to think over the terms of the wiIl, and it had suddenly struck
1dmii that, to the best of his recollection, hie hiad signed a document Ieaving bis
farni to hlis son, Il his heirs, executors, and advisers." The more hie thought of
it. dtw surer hie bucame that the wicked lawyer had sharked hirm, and wvould in-
hirit ail his property after bis death. as his adviser. So he hastened off to bis

bthrand laid the case before him, and hie itnr-nediately came to me with the
zIcclsatiorl 1 have nientioried. 1 soon cleared the matter up by producing the

'I ai nd Fhwn .v excited friend that the wvord really used as"ditsr-
,w. Peace and confidence re restored, and my reputation \\ras saved for a

lis

lUd IlANKl.'ZLZOi N AccOVNT I)iscoN-i.REL, AFTLiz Twi.Nr;Y Y]iAas.-I1 Goodel
led v. brIind1on National flanîk, a recent case in the Suprernle Court of Vermont, it

ap:rdthat the plaintiff, in 1868, drew a check payable to himself on1 the
<vfundan(Iiit bank, in whicii lie xvas a dEpositor, in wvriting, for $goo, but in the

u'ne, v inistake, set forth s$x,900 in figures. Such r-heck' wvas charged
agallst hini at $i goo, and, in bringing the piesent suit in April, i889), he
cliiinc t'd that lie did not discover the overcharge of $i,ooo until that time. T-wo

(1%I(,ice eru raised: estoppel hi pais~ and the Statute of ]-imitations. The trial

curut directed a verdict for defendant upon the undisputed facts. The Supreme
'bat. U'rt, on appeal, passed on both of' such defences, and said :
raph i. [t apliears that the plaintiff kept a deposit book, %N'hich hie frequentlv had

s is \%ritten til by the defemdant . on xhich occasions it returned thý checks vvhich
lilib, had drawn since the accounit wvas last wvrit.en up onl his deposit book. In

abu fou wek er the clairned overcharge, the plaintiff had the defendant

ghtlvtii check the suin of $i,900, and tne check vas returned to hlm. To establish
nnustoppel in pais, it mnust appear froiti uitcontroverted facts that the efendant

has beenj put to material disadvantage by the neglect and delay of the plaintiff
eold in nuking the discoverv; or that in reliance upon the fact that the charge truly

o M Y, reprvsented thte surn pflid, it bas taken, or neglected t- take, some action, or
t ci b lost sotne right which woul bu to its benefit. Nothing of the kind appears

ooedfrom the facts certified in the record. nre long delay bas doubtless deprived


