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FUND IN COURT BELONOING TO FRENCH SUBJECT-CONFLUCT 0F LAWS-
FREYCH LAWS RESTRICTING PRODIGALS DEALING WITH THrIR PROPERTV-

" PRODIGAL" - "CO2NSEI.. JUDICAIRE- - STATUS - 1'AYMENT OUT - CODE
NA! OLEON s. 513.

In re Selo (1902') 1 Ch. 488. In this case 1 Frenchman
entitlled to a fund in court applied for payment out, the application
wvas opposed by bis "«conseil judicaire " appointed under the Iaw of
France to restrain the disposition of his property without their
consent, the applicant having, under the Code Napoleon, been
deciared to be a «'prodigal " and restrained by a court of competent
jurisdliction from receiving, alienating, or disposing of his property
%without the consent of his conseil judicaire. Farwell, J , decided
that the applicant was entitled to have the fund paid out to Mim
notwithstanding the opposition of his conseil judicaire, he being of
opinion that the cffect of the order of the French court was not to
change tac status of the applicant but merely to affect and modify
it, and that he hiad no discretion to refuse to pay out money in
court to whiých an applicant sui juris is entîtled.

BILL 0F EXCHANG0E - NoTicE OF DISIIONOUR - SAME PERSON ACTING AS

SECRETAR',-TO HOLDER AND DRAWER 0F BILL- PR ES UNIPTION OF NOTICE.

Au re Feiiwù,k (19D2) i Ch. 507, %vas a proceeding in a %vinding

up matter. The facts are briefly as follows, there were three corn-
panies A., B. and C. having business relations %vith each other.
The A. Co. hac] a claim against the C. Co. which it thireatened to
enforce, whecupon it wvas agreed that the B3. Co. should purchase
from tHe A. Co. a bill of exchage drawvn by them on tHi C. Co.
for the amount of the claini payable seven days after sight. The
bill wvas accordingly drawn, accepted by the C. Co. and purchased
bv the 13. Co. One I-liggins wvas tHe secrctary of aIl three coin-
pallies. He knev as secretary of B. Co. that the bill was dis-
hionoured, but lie said that it wvas in contemplation of ail parties
that the A. Co. xvas tiot to bc liable on the bill, and he neyer
actually notified the A. Co. tlîe drawers, of thie non-payment. The
A. Co. having gone into liquidation the B. Co. claimed to prove as
creditors for a balance remaining due on the bill, whiclî daim wvas
resisted by thie liquidator of thie A. Co. on the -round of want of
notice to the A. Co. of dishonour, and the question was whother
tlîe notice to Higgimîs w~as under the circumstances notice to the
A. Co. Bmckley, J., held that it wvas not, because Higgins kncw
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