
189FRADD ®. CHARON.N. IL]
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Fradd v. Charon & Claimant.Tr., Wallace,

ol future inearnings, for aassignment goodreceived faith andAn valuable
consideration, will not by partbe invalidated mere on the ofknowledge

of theassignee assignor’s preventthe desire to an attachment by other
creditors.

Foreign Attachment. Issue the and thebetween plaintiff
ordered trustee theclaimant. The court the anddischarged,

the in theFacts found court are statedexcepted. byplaintiff
opinion.

for theSullivan Broderick, plaintiff.|f

Brown Warren, for the claimant.Burnham, $

Clark, anJ. The trustee disclosed indebtedness to the prin-
defendant of for the service of a team and man$151, at fourcipal

dollars dollars of this sum due theday, at dateper twenty being
the of the writ,service and25,1896,of the balanceJuly becoming

in different sums, week,due week to 19, 1896.by up September
The claimant seeks the ato hold funds under written assign-

defendant,ment from the 10, 1896,dated to beJuly accepted
due,as found and filed the clerk,withduly city July 11,paid

One1896. of the to the claimantobject knownassignment
was the of attachment the defendant’s creditorsprevention by

theof sums due him week hiseach under contract ofbecoming
and this the claimsemployment; thatupon ground plaintiff

the was fraudulent, and that the fraud is an infer-assignment
ofence fromlaw the facts found the Nocourt. isby question

raised as to ofthe thesufficiency consideration.
“The court found that one of the known toobject assignment

Wallace was to prevent attachment Charon’s creditors of theby
sums due him under hisweekly thebybecoming employment

street and commissioners the is find-park of This not acity.”
thating Wallace had insuch themotiveany taking assignment.

Wallace’s and were secure a debt due him frompurpose object to
defendant;the and the fact knewthat he the defendant had an

toobject histhe attachmentprevent of other credit-earnings by
ors would in no affect the of the Asway validity assignment.
Wallace was not fraud in asof the se-guilty taking assignment

defendant,for hiscurity claim se-the the of thatagainst validity
would notcurity be affected a theof onby knowledge purpose
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in which he diddefendant not M­the participate.of cCor­part
H.N. 278.Towns,mickv. 64

thefor was $238.95, theassignmentThe consideration being
fornote $207.97a Charon to Wal-givenamount of promissory by

one Cota from Charon,due to which Wallaceandlace, $30.98
dollarsrate of two week out of the sumsat the perwas to pay

The was not made for thehim. assignment pur-collected by
Charon’s secure acreditors,or or todelayingofpose hindering

the assignor.benefit to
Exceptionoverruled.

sit: the others concurred.did notJ,,Parsons,

Hillsborough,
June, 1897.

Receiver.Heard,Hanson v.

depositedcollected andmoney bya bank to recover withIn an action against
cashier, upon plaintiff expressthe to show an au-it is not incumbentits

to such orfrom the bank to the cashier make collections receivethority
deposits.such

payto a ofpromise of a cashier usurious rate interestunauthorizedThe
obligationbank from the to todeposits does not relieve the refundupon

received.depositor money actuallythe the
deposited mayfor that itpersonal moneyof a show wasreceiptThe holder

inthe maker hisgiven by. capacityand to beenintended- understood have
as a bank cashier.

andbya for received its cashier subse-depositor moneyA bank is liable to
him.quently misappropriated by

National Bankthe receiver of the of theAssumpsit, against
had and received the bank. OnCommonwealth, for money by

for nonsuit and forthe defendant’s motions a thea trial by jury,
in his favor were todenied,of a verdict subject excep-direction

tion.
a bankcollected of MinnesotaThe cashier of the bank savings

and received from her otherto thea sum of due plaintiffmoney
at the rateto interestsums, all which heof promised payupon

for theHecent annum. receipts money,of per gavepereight
others,as and the hiscashier,hiswhich boreone of signature

did not credit the to theHe moneywithout addition.signature
books, ac-credited it to his ownthe butbank’splaintiff upon

it and The evi-and withdrew absconded.count, subsequently


