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the Union B3ank so far as the original drawers are concerned,
when it was handeC ýver to the bank merely for collection. I
think the drawers had a right fo, reeeive the bill from the. bank
as soon as it was dishonoured, and thereby beeanme the lawful
holders and entitled to take action against the. aceeptors."

One would have thouglit that the Dominion Parliament had
settled the matter in the Bil of Exchange Act, when it enacted,
in s. 2, sub-s. (g), thst '-the expression 'holder' ineans the payee
or indorsee of a bill or note who is in possession of it, or the
bearer thereof," Judge Longley gets around this definition of
"holder" by saying it "seems to me to refer to a third party and
not to apply to, the original drawer who lias simply made his
draft payable to a bank for the purpose of collection." lie
admits that the drawer "certainýly could flot be regArded as a
holder until a breach of the contra-,t" (created by the accept.
anc.). What dîfference could the acceptor 's breach meke ini
the drawer's statlis in relation to the bank and the bil i?

Notwitbatanding this decision and the fact that it is' ini print,
it is stili law, as laid down by Chaliners, art. 142, that, subject to
the rules as to transmission by act of law, "when a bill is payable
to a particular person or persons, or to bis or their order, an
action thereon musat be brought in the mime of such person or
persons.

Vours,
BARRISTER,

fWe refer to the ,.bove letter in our Editorial colunins.- En.,
C.L.J.]

We note a sturdy independence as well as a sel£-satisfied
btupidity highly characteristie of a certain clam of Englishimen
in the following item taken from the Dailyj Mail of Sept. 10:
'.' Five eut of thirteen juryrnen at an inquest at Southwark on
Saturday were unable to sign their naines. and one of them said
lie did net believe in sucli "new-fangled notions."
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