
pay' able to plaintiffs or order on1e month after date. The
1Aintiiff., (Carpenter & Son) were stock and grain brokers
in Tronto, and they alleged that they were, at thie time thie
transautions leading up to the giving of the note were eni-
tcrcd into, acting as agents for F. L. Camp & Co., who car-
rjpd on a bro~kerage business in Buffalo up to the aOth April.
1901, when tliey failed. The defence was that defendant
gave plaintiffs a number of orders to purchase and seli cer-
taini shares of stocks and bushels of-grain, and plaintiffs in-
formedl hirn (bat they had purchased and sold in accordance
%%ithcii orders;ý thiat îin April, 1901, lanisreported that
mi (lie transaction)s wchwer(, then ouitstaniding there had
beeni a large osand that a large suni of moncy was neces-
sary to re-miargîn thie transactions; (bat defendant, relying
oni sucli ropre>uentat ions, gave the note in question as a secur-
ity for margins in respect of sucli transactions, and not as an

acknwledmentof any definite indebtedness (-o plaintiffs;
(biat lie subsequently diseovered that the representations of
plainitifFs that the transactions werc actually made, were not
(rue, ami hie then, deînanded back bis note. le 110w counter-
ùlaimied for dIelivery up of the note and a return of inoneys
paid, etc.

G. Lyncli-Statinton, K.C., for plaintiffs.
W. IL. Smlyth, for defendant.

MACM[AHON, J., hieldj, upon the Vevidence, that Camp &
Co. were siinply acting as plaintiffs' agents ini receiving
ordeurs for (lie purchs.se anid sale of stocks; that thie chie!

losson deenat ceounit occiirred in respect of a pur-
lseof, 10,00u i)ushlls of May' whevat at 77 cents and a pur-
elaeof, ?0j)(0 bushels o!i May wheat at 76# cents, alleged, to

Inave Iwi-n iade oni the ]lt ari 1901, ini respect of which
litirat 11wrqus of dlefendlant, reîitted to their

agit Iin Bflo froîn timie to timie large sums ini order to
re-niargi the 1pruhasus ; thiat, aithougli the margins sent

by plaiiintifs (o Caiip &ý Co. wevre narrow, and seemed to, sug-
gea hukit-siopdeligs it could not bw found on (the cvi-

dene tat plaititis were, awýare, that Canîu & Co. had bucket-
ted thie order-is given f'or thie \weat; thiat deofendant, wlien lie
gave thie ordler f'or (lie purchawseý o! ther grain, knew it would

hae o 1x, traisnilitted (n) a brokur ini Buffa;lo or Chlicago,
and( he adiiiittedl (bat it wa:s oni a " kcep good " order, (bat is,
that, plintiffs we(reý to advancc the înoncy' to keep the deal
goodl as (lie iniargins were c-alled for. Therefore. that. unless
it coiild be said (blat plaintifrs did not believ e the transactions
were bona fidei, and valid, and so were guilty of fraud in re-


