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ARBITRtAToN-AR13TkATOR-PROALF. fIAS 0F ARRITRATOR-STAYING ACTION-
ARITRATION ACT, 1889 (52 & 53 VI7r., C. 49), S. 4-(P.S.O., C. 53, S- 38).
Eckers1sy v. Mersey Docks, (1894) 2 Q.B. 667, was an appeal

from an order stayîng the proceedings in the action, on the
ground that the parties had agreed to refer the rnatter ini ques-
tion to arbitration. The plaintiff contended, and this was the
point on which the case turns, that the engineer of the defend-
ants, to whom the mâ~ter in dispute had been agreed to be re-
ferred, would be probably biased, and, therefore, that the action1
should be allowed to proceed. Lord Esher characterized it as
an attempt to apply to arbitrators the doctrine which is applied
to judges, not only that they must flot be biased, but that, even
though it mnight be demoi..strateii that they were flot biased, yet
that they should flot act judicially in any matter where peoplé,
even though unireasonably, would suspect the!n of being biased.
In this case the arbitrator named by the parties was the defend-
ants' engineer, 'inder whose superintendence the work which was
the subject of dispuite had been performed. The c'nly grotind ofLX.

son.b.uarmia Lgttsh Ca-ses. 681
out that -the t-ffect of the agreement was to- muke the lessors
implied trustees for the intended lessees, and, in thet view, they
would not be tenants at will (see R.S.O., c. 111, 9. 5, s.. 8).

BILL OF IXCIIANGKC-ALTBRATION AFTEIL ACCPANCZNWGLG%ICE..ESîOPPgL-
B LIS OF XCHANGU ACT, 1882 (4 5 & 46 V 1CT., c. 6 1), a. 6 4 (5 3V1 CT,, C. 33 MD.,
S. 63).

In &khofi4d v. Lonidesborough, (1894> 2 Q.B. 66o ; io R. Sept.
297, the defendant had accepted a bill for £'5oo on a stamp suffi-
cient to zover £4,ooo, but there was nothing else about the bill
to inake its acceptance a negligent act orn the part of the ac-
ceptor. After the acceptarice t'le bill was fraudulently raised to
£3,500, and in that condition the plaintiff became the bona fide
holder of it, and he clainied to recover the full amount of £3,5oo


