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PROMISSORY VaSE-Cmtihtied.

ounuUmoM andsr wbloh it wm endoned.
rafwei 149. "
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'

Oiven by wife for debt oj htuband—AbtotvIe nuOUy-^Bank diMMunt-
ingnote in good faith—Art. 1301, C. CJ] A pnuniMory note
made by a married woman, separated aa to property, in favor of

\, 1^ creditor of lier hualJMuid in payment of a debt of ber haaband,
ia abaolately null ; aiid no action can be maintained thenaou by
a banic which has djaoounted the aame in good faith befof«
maturity, in ignorancil of the eanae of nallity« Banqm NoHonaU

' ' V. Ovy, 144.—— Ittegal amiUkradon'--,

Art. 1927, G C] No
of a promiaaory note

ly termed a "bncke
apeculative tranaactipi

riae and fall of prices

things bought and sol

—— Preter^ptiot^—lntemqK

—— BreteriptUm.] See Pbi

—— TVantfer uiithottt eitdor,

m (rafMoetton*—Oamin^r ooHtraO—
ion lies tot the recovery of the amount
«n hy the proprietor of what ia common^
ihop," to a customer, in settlement Qf
between them, i.«.. speculations on the
goods «nd.stocks, without delivery of the
JkUgliah v. Bond, 4^. «

of.] &« FsnoBipnoN, 461.

mw, 402. \

'
•

\nent— Warrantor—ProtetL} (1.) Where it

,i8 shown by the evidence that the endorsers, of a promisaory
Hotm became warrantors of the maker, before " the Billa of Ex<
isliange Act, 1890", i^aence of protest did not ielieve them from
liability. (2.) The holder of a promiaaory note payable to ardm

. .
has an action ag«in«t the person who tnuialbrred the note to
him, and who aocii^tally omitted to endorse it, to ooapel him
to do so ; but in a suit on a note by the holder agpsinst the maker,'
tranaljpw, legal proof of the tranafer is sufficient, and a judgmei^
ordering the tranaferor to endoiae the note would besuperfluous.
Ooutu y. Safferty, 146.

,

PUBLIC DOCUMENT. See RniSTBAB,174 ; Evidbno^ 174. ,

PUBLIC ROAD. Ste« Road, 278.

RAILWAY. See CAUunt, 131.

RAILWAY ACT OF CANADA. Si

VufMdiefion of railway commiUee—Con^plaint of.eipre$g company
againtt raihnay eompany—Mdndamut.'] (1:) The railway com-
miitee of the privy oonncili created by Sec. 8 of the Railiray Act,

haajurisdiotion to inquire into a complaint of an ezpn(M com>
pany «gidn8t a railway company that the latter has nofgranted
it equal privileges with other express companies. (2.) An ade-
quate remedy being tbua provided, a mandamus does not lie in
such cases. Ontario Expreudc TrantportaHm Co. v. Qrand
Tnmh R. Op,, 806.


