
v. Blyrnes, 1 P. C. N. S. 195; Richard v. stillwe14
h0., B. 511; White v. Tomlin, 19 0. R. 513;Moynihan, 18 A. R. 237.

Judgment for plaintiff against John Stevens, 'withAction dismissed with comsts as against the other deIeIId9n'f-11ý
Meredith, Judd, Drorngole, & Elliott, Lùndoný sOlic'tor!5,for plaintiff.

Fraser & Moore, London, solicitors for defendants Lqbai."
& Stevens.

W. C. Fitzgerald, London, solicitor for other defendant'-,

OSLER, J.A. 
FE13RUARY 11TH,

COURT OF APPEAL-CHAMBERS.

WIEDEMAN v. GUITTARD.
Pi-OiýèissOrY Note-Holder in Due Course-Effect of Indor$CM6tzt-i-

Evide'nce Necessury to Hold Indor8er-Leave to Appeal--g'ýl'eof Exchange Act, 1890, 8eew. 29, 55.
Herdman v. Wheeler, 18 Times L. R. 190, apprOvedý
Application by defendant S. A. C. White for leaVeappeal from order of a Divisional Court affirming judgnelit'at the trial.

W. M. Douglas, K.C., for the motion.
F. A. Anglin, for plaintiff.
OSLER, J.A.-The PrOmissory note sued on was mide bYýT. M. White and M. Guittard, payable, to,5,Cranier & Co., indorsed by them. to, Mrs, S. A. C. White,""and indorsed by her to- plajntÀff. . . denied

ihat her, legal relation is that of indorser to the plaintl'and that being so, ho is a holder in due course within sec,29 of the Bills of Exchange Act, u explained in j-jerdinguv. Wheeler 18 Times L. R. 190. Her indorsementprima, facie at all events, the ability and signature Ofprior parties: sec. 55. 11, order to, recover against herp',11
the holder had Only tc, prove her signature, andperfo'rmance Of the conditions on which her liabilitYindorser depends, vu.: presentment, non-payment,notice of dishonour. I-las this been proyed? A persO]1,'ýInamed Henry Wiedernan, the nam(ý of the plaintiff,called.. He spoke of bis being trustee for creditors of Windý'sor Brewery Co. . . . 'he'A sale of the property was M&dein respect of the purchase d the.

money, ho receive..no-te in question . . . ho. said thé note wu nol
Maiurity, and that it was pro-tes-ted (which qua,


