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UY-LAW-VALIDITY-OFrE'ssî,VE IANGI'AGF IN TRAMA CARS.

Gentel V. RtIPPS (1902) 1 K B. i6o. Under a Tramways Act
the Promoters of any tramway are empowered to make by-laws
for prevention of nuisances in any carniage belonging to them.
Thc promoters of a tramway mnade a by-law providing: " N,-
per,;on shall s vear or use offensive or obscene language while in or
upon any carr-age." On a case stated by justices, the Divisionial
Court 'Lord A:verstone, C.J., and Darling and Channell, JJ., hcld
that the by-law~ vas valid aithough it did flot contain any words
indicating that the prohibition wvas conflned to cases where the
use of such language wvould be a nuisance or annoyance to others.

BANKER -IEI CON~VERSION -CRgssgnl CiIErQUE PAIII INT40 Ct7STOMNER*.ý
ACCOVNT -FJR(»F.1) 1-41I>-R.SF.fElNT--CREI)IT GIVF.N Ti? CLSTOMER BEFORE

CHFQL E C.F.ARED-RECE.iPT OF PAYMFNT CW CIIEQt E. RY BANKF.R-CROSSINc.

ciiFQt Es-LIABILITV OF BANKER-B3ii..S-i 0F xClIAjG>E AcT, 1882 (4j & 46
Vic r., c. 61) S. 3, StURS. I ; ss. 6o, 73 ; s 77, SUII-s. 6; S. 79- SUB-S. 2 ; SS. 80,
82 (BILLS OFC EXCHANGF AUTC-, 53 X'ICT., C. il), D.s. -, sI'n-s. 1 ; s. 24, SUB-s.

2 ; s. 7,2; s. 76. st:B-S. 6; S. 78, SUB-s. 2 ; s. 79, SO).

Codnv. Lonidon C'ity and Mzd/altnd Pank (1902' i K. 13. 261, is

a case involving the construction of several sections of the Bis of
Exchange Act, 1882 (see 53 Vict. c. 33, D.). The plaintiff traded
under the finit name of Gordon & Mutiro ; lie had in his ernploy a
clerk nained Jones, who opencd accounts in his own name with
the defendant batiks respectively. After hie liad opencd this
acc<)unt with the defendants, the London City and Midland Batik,
lie comimenced a series of dealings with cheques which beloonged to
the plaintiff, and irost of which were drawn on baniks c'.her tIiu.n
thee(dcfcndatits' batik, payable to the order of Gordon & M1uný,o.
h-laving obtained possession of these cheques hie forged the signa.
tare oi the plaintiffs fitîn on the back of these, and then handed
themn to the defendant banik, %vho at once credited him with the
amnount of the cheques atid hie was allowed to draw the money as
and whcn lie required. Ilis accoutit would have been ovcrdrawn
during a large portion of thc time covcred by the transactions but


