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j. that this writ was intended to be specially indorsed in> the t
mnanner there (Appendix A) pointcd out. The indorsement here,
no doubt, varies somnewhat fromn the first example there given.

The words there used are, ' The plaintiff's claim is for the price of
goods sold. The foIIowving are the particulars.' It then goes on to t

dsrbth idof goods, and to give credit for a cash payment. f

1-ere, the indorsement is (supraî. It would flot have heen
correct to head the indorsement, 'The plaintiff's dlaim is £49, 5s.,
Sd., for goods sold and de/ivered, as it is suggested it ought to have
been, because, after the items relating to goods. there corne two
jtem4 for a returned draft Of £2o and notarial charges is., 8d.
The formn given in the schiedille, therefore, wvould flot have been
strictlv applicable. The object of the rule is 's-cil stated in liVaier
v. l-Izck.ç, and I think it bas been sufflciently complied %vith hecre.
This indorsemrent gives the defendant ample information to enable '

him t(> satisfy his mind svhether he ought to pay or resist.' There
is no suggestion that the defendant has beeni or could be prejudiced

. Applving t/he lesi of' comtmoiz sense to this case, 1 think it

woul bc rnanifestly unjust to set aside the judgment." P>ollock,
B.. tookc the same view~. "One canniot," says the last-named Icarned

J udge, -shut oae's eyes to Ivhiat in ofl's (<min/on ez/?crice is the
invar:abie way in which invoices are sent in. The nature, quality .j

and character of the goods supplicd miust, uniess under very
peculiar and special circumrstanccs, bc kntovi to both parties. I

Returnced draft is îiot to bc confounded %vith a cause of action
foundcd on a dishonored bill. 1 think the indor-sement here %vas
abundantly sufficient." On the appeal to the Court of Appeal in i I
the samre case, jessel, M.R.; who, too, considered that the object of
Ordcr 111, Rule 6, %vas well stated in Walker v. Hicks, obscrved j
(r): "This writ is indorsed ' To goods,' and the amount is carried i
out. Es'erybody knows what it ineans, and the dcfendant also
knolys pcrfectly weil it means 'goods sold to you.'

'l'lic indorsernent on the svrit in Bicker-s v. Speiý/zt rcad thus 4
"The plaintiffs dlaim is £13o due to him frorn the defendant under j
and by virtue of an assigilment undcr the liand of one Martha
Inmnat, and dated July 14, 1888, particu!ars whereof are as

follows: The indursement then set out the allegyed assignment W
in these %vords : '<I do hereby authorize and request you to pay to
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