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ga1 e to the said Edward Ljeadlay securities for assuming
sUcli ind(ebtednress, and the appellant8' statement that the
>aid Moiore gav the said Edward Leadlay a note for $4,600

î~ incore 11111 rmsleading.
()Ihruwas absolutely no reason, and no consideration

fur iw sýaid Edward Leadlay assuming or guaranteeing sucli
i,îebudn~sor the Baia Moore to the appellants, and there

iN dui, u'iec of anv binding arrangement or agreement be-
tweýen the appellanti and the said Edwar-1 Leadlay."

And iii paragraph 3 the tacts as to the note are set out
stib.4antially as iii thei prescîît case tlley have been fonnd to
be.

WVitlà regard to the $3,279.22, at p. 14 of the reasons
îîat he appeal they state: "(1) 'l'lie ahove amount bas,

ne er bc paid to or received by the respondents, the Lead-

(2) The tacts regard ing this item are as follows: The
appellants under an agreement wit!i the said Edward Lead-
1 ay' aii(1 Thiomas llook were entitled to obtain partial re-
1iases of lands f rom the mortgage in question upon payment
or $3 per acre. In or about Deeiner, 1897). the respondent.
John T. Moore, then manager of the appellants, applîed to
the said Le4-adlay and flook for a release of certain lands from,
the Baia mortgagc and to obtain said release gave to the said
Edward Leadla 'v and Thomias Tlook, bis, Moore's, note for
the amîount reqnuired to obtain sneh release, and the said
Leadlay and llook then gave the release as asked for, and
gave the reeeipt in question. The said Edward Ljeaiiay and
Thomias llook, however, neyer agreed to ilceept Baia note in
paymcnt of the amotint, and never agreed bo replace the ap-
pellants fromn pavinownt of the said anîoun4, and neyer mnade
any other agreement, and there was no othý?r understanding
excepting that credit should be given for the amount of said
nîote when and in case the same should be paid.

(3) Not only is there no satisfactory evidence whatever
to support the appellants' contention, but there is also no
corroborative evidence to aupport their contention as re-
q4ired by the Evidence Act, R. S 0. (1914), ch. 76, sec.
12?>

Now. turning to the reasons for appeal of the present
appellant and his wife (p. 16 of the Pppeal case), they say:
'<These respondenta adopt and support the reasons of their-
co-respondents, the Leadlays, against this appeal as to this


