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Tax Sale—rescnce of Owner.]—It was
proved that the owner was himself present at
n, and purchased one lot
was ten or eleven ahead of the lot in
question, and also another lot three below it on
the list; but it was not shewn that he was
present. when the actual lot in question was

sale in que

sold leld, that he was not estopped by con
duct from complaining of the sale eld,
(lso, that the fact that the owner was in
formed within three month sale of

ing been sold, when e ight have
redeemed it, would not deprive him of his right
of action.  Clawton v, Shibley, % O, R, 451

Trustees WVisappr
Knowledg ( que Trust.|—Bayne
Eastern Trust Company, 28 8, C. R. GOG
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Y Bills of Exchange and Promissory Nofes

Acceptance Disputing  Nignature of
Drawers and Indorser Although plaintiff
by aceepiance and pa nt, was estopped from
disputing the signature of the company, the
drawer 15 not estopped from deny
ing their 15 indorsers, even thoug
I was o 1 time of tanes

1 pa Bank of Montreal, 12
0.’

ed Indorsements Vegligence
vintifl nator, one 11, d in
t v loan on sta

Cheg in pa of
the yosed |
I | n f ‘ ndorsed
nat " ed on 1l
|
ore 1 :
for 1ot ) her banks, w \
tl fetendant e e 1 mer
) tl | frand was not « red
for time or
| nt
rectt \ | s d
1 1 | Y re 1
frol ' ng tl mo vid
m the forged om the defend
ints by their 18 it did not
ocenr in the 1 nd was not
1 ximate cause of their l Vgricu
el ' Fed
¢ Bank, ¢ L2114

Forgery Ratification.) Y ¥
been in partnership with the defendar
ng under the r of the H, €, (
had ret I roy | rm 1

ral manager of the « 1"
I r to sign dreafts, drew a hill
for his own private purposes in
the fendants on a firm in Montreal
was counted by the plaintif bank

the hill matured Y. wrote to defenda
for g them of | ng used their v

not e to pay the dreaft
o to be indorsed by the con
Y. (one of the defendants)

defendant having seen it in the

The bill §
pany per
and the other

bank examined it carefully and remarked that
J. M. Y.'s signature was not usually so shaky
J. M X (fterwards called at the bank and
examined the bill very carefully, and in an
swer to a request from the manager for a
cheque he said that it was too late that day,
but he would send a cheque the day followin
No cheque was sent, and a few days before
the bill matured the manager and solicitor of
the bank called to see J, M, Y., and asked why
he had not sent the cheque.  He admitted that
he had promised to do so, and at the time he
thought he would Y. afterwards left the
country, and in an action against the defend
ants on the bill they pleaded that the signa
ture of J, M, Y. was forged, and on the trial
the jury found that it was forged, and judg
ment W given for the defendants Held,
A. R, 573, which reversed 13 O,
though frand or breach of trust

bank

that
may be ratified forgery cannot, and the
could not recover on the forged bill
defendants dangque  Jacques  C
tanque d'Epargne, 13 App. Cas
Bartor London and North-Western I, W,
Co., 6 Times L, R. 70, followed Merchants'
Bank of Canada v, Lucas, 18 8, C, R, 704

Indorsement Vdmi s of Prior
dorsement. |—Plaintiff decl nst |
A. as indorsers of a promissor P
to tl of L., averring that the defe
it ndorsed the said note, and that
delivered vid note so indorsed
plaintiff Held, on demurrer, that A. must
be taken to be the immediate indorsee of L
i con v L 1 ( )
Latimer cnr

Indorsement before Indorsement by

wing indebted plaint .

vritten

tha
1o, tl
N
Indorsement by Agent.| Defi
held estopped from repudinting
« agent.  Merchant

C. P, 450,
Indorsement Vaker's Signature
Quiere, as to how far an_indorser is estopped

nying the maker ignature Hany
come v, Cotton, 16 U, C. R, U8

Indorsement — Signature and Con
1

of Drawer.) indorser of a bill is estop

ped b f rsement, from deny
ng eitl @ signatur the drawer !
competence, heipg a feme covert in this

a fi
to draw the bill.  Ross v, Dirie, T
4




