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by -,he bai kon aforged cheque of the customer. The forgery con-
sisted in raieing the cheque after beimg signed from £2 to £12'.
The forgery took place i the following circumsztances: a elerk
of the plaintiff's brouglit a cheque to be aigned, by one of the plain-
tiff's firm. The cheque had. ae the Judge found, at that tirne a
blank space for writimg in the ainount, but bad on it in figures
£2-0:0. 'lrhe ckerk after signature filled i the blank space with
the words "one hundred apd twenty pouni" and added before
,lhe "2" a ""and after it an "0. " The bank contended that the
plaintiffs had negligently signed the cheque i such a shape as to,
give the clerk the opportunity ef eon rnitting the forgery, and
therefore they could flot recover; but Sankey, J., who tried the
action, held that the bank was lible, and i arriving at that, con-
clusion refused to follow Young v. Grote (1827), 4 Bing. N.S. 3,
Which lie considered had been. i effect overruled by later cases.
The liw it must he confessed as decided in this case seems some-
whbat biard on banks. See Columbia Gramophone Co. v. Union
h'u'i.; of ('apeada. 38 0.1-R. 326, a soniewbat sirnilar case.

"~îiî TIE H.XITER-RFSTRAINT 0F PRINCES -REQUIbITioN 0F

~ioderii Tr(mspori Co. v. Duneric .S.S. ('o. .(1917> 1 K.B. 370.
Thswas ail appeal from ihe de'-ision of SankeV, J. (1906> 1 À.B.

î 26 (noted ante vol. 52, p. 222). The qufttion discussed on the
:i pwal1 was sinpi y wbethler thle charterers of a ship chartercd forsa
*.perified lime. suhject to an exception against restraint of princes,
;d ~ ahduring the s9pecified rime is requisitioneà and used by
t le Adîniiralty. are liable for the hire of the ship during the period
ii was so iised by the Admirait v. Saxikey, j., had held that thev

vrelialile., and brs decision is now-affirmed bv the Court of
\ppeal tEady, and I3snKei, L.JJ., and Lawrence, J.). The
vontest arose, it imay le observed, liv reason of the hire received
f roni the. Admiralt! hein g lema than thtt payable under the charter
part.

MN FINEN %NCE 0F AC-TON-MNAINTAIÇF4ED ACTIN (CSF

L.IADILITY (IF M AINTAINER-M EASURE OF DAMA(;E$-Li itTkED

COMP'ANY.

Veiille v. Lotidori Iipres8 Neu-spa pers& (1917) 1 J•%.B. 402.
TIhiB was an action to recovcr dawiages against the defendants
for having wrongfully maintained an action of third part y agai-nst
the plaintiff, the defendantr having no interest ini the action
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