
to be afirint-i, in the ah-teneeu of any valid teculinieai objeet lots
to the pr ldr wforu hlm.

1 think the appeazl shouLd be disimissed withl coss.

:MACLARE-N. JAgave reasons in writing for the sânw
conlusioII.

Mo)SS, C.J.O., LICLEXNNAN anid (iRR JJ.X., con-
curred.

SFPTEMBIfFR Vl9rîî, 1904.

C. A.

MElICH.XNTS BANK v UM1AV

Promissory Noe1 Ato a n t ildorser - 111dlrsepli/.,
Procuired by /rau (hcutNfir uAetof Ilier

-K (lr h -Ru - Prolerfy èu Vfdv.s noi>asnd<'

Action to recover t1ue amounit of two pous4or\ noteus
made,1 Ny de(fendanýiit rintshawNý and iiidorsed 1)v deffendants
Irvinie ind vnNO defence was mnade 1,v dtlda.nts
Grimahauw anidvns

I3efendant rviedefonded on the ground th1at l n
dicrï.sieet laid hiin procurvil 1)v fraud 111-11~ UlOf lrn

Iby detfendaniits Gritoshaw and)( Evniof whlich plaint1iYs lutd

Dotes, and1 that, th ro flot hiolders hrefin due couirse.
Thej( liotes r imade by G ,rimoshaw paal oIrne

who, for Grnsa' comdtoitosdt1ien in
bt.ank. TI iy were thurn haided ly vrn~a toi unel obon
mi agenit (if Evanms, who deliv-ervfd thlo to EvNtlS, h sb

qunty clvcedthein Io Ici plitiifs for dliscounift.
'AC)NBýRiI)(G, (UJ., whlo trieýd the action Withiut a

jury, found (2 (). W. R. 729) tha1t Irvine('s indiorsemen01t. wasu
procuredl bhy friaud, tînt E'vans was not ai holer iin duecure
sud that bcfore, i1 propertyN ini themi palsted ta pilaintifrs 1h1W

had notice( and4 kniowled(gc of the frauid ami tUeiflmtyo
Zvanz' tit1e, and lie, di:inissecd the acution saansir e

Front thiis decision plaintifrsapeld
W. R. Iliddlell, K.C., and G. L Smlith, for aplats
G. F. Shp,C., a11mi W. E. Midt](1on, for d14fendan*

I;vine.


