
known defendant for nome years, but had never met Seiffert
before; that defendant promised that the draft would ho
paid. Afterwards Seufftrt, who lived in Detroit, becarne
bankruFt, and defendant endeavoured to bave plaintifi Paid
out of tho estate as much as possible. Fiiially plaintiff
received froîn Seiffert $300 in cash and Seifferts note for$300, wbich was unpaid when the action was hrought. Be-
fore that note natured, plaintiff asked defendant to give him
the two $50 notes sued on, as ho wanted înoney and would
discobunt thein. As a inatter of fact, plaintiff said, ho wanted
to get what lhe could froîn defendant on aecount of the debt.

G. Grant, for defendant.
W. W. Viekers, for plaintiff.
STRtEET, J.-The whole question turns upon whether the

original Joan was made to Soiffert alonc, or to defendantand
Seiffert; if the latter, thon the conclusion was that the $300
note of Seitlèrt and the two notes in question were collateral
to the unpaid balance of the original loan; but if the original
loan was to Seiflert alono, thon there was no consideratioî for
the two notes in question; the evidence was ini favour of theflrst hypothesis, and the Judge below having so found, the
hDd(ing should not be disturbed.

FALCONBRIDOE, C.J., agreed with the opinion of STREET, J.
3RrrTON, J., dissented, giving reasons ini writing.

Appeal dismissed with coste.

WINCHESTER, MASTER. MÂRCH 12TH, 1903.
CHAMBERS.

()SHAWA CANNING CO. v. DOMINION SYNDICATE.
A,,erne-.to against Partnership-Atp00arance by Indîviduas

-Ferm of-Amendnen.
Application by plaintiffs to add as defendants certain

inembers of the dofendant syndicate. An appoarance had
been entered in the naines of these inembers, but for the de-
fenldant synjdicate.

Ri. W. Eyre, for plaintiffs.
H. L. Drayton, for defendants.
TUEF MNASTERi.-The appearance must, under Rule 225, bo

for the individlual partners in their own naines. Theappear-
ance entored Lin not altogethor of that character. While the
inies are given îndîvidually, tho solicitors do not apparently

appear for thein, but rather for the syndicate. Any one of
these persona could say that the appearance was not enterod
for humi. Once the appearance is entered, the action pro-
ceede againet the firin inthiefirmnnaine. The solicitor shod


