
gave lîirnno--e-ven apparent-authiority to enter into. I therefore
mnust dismniss the plaintiffs' action."

LA BA2NQUE DU Prupi., v. BRYANT, Powis & B3RYANT et al.
-On the fir.st of October, i SS9, Davies (who was the agent and
attorney of Bryant, Powis & Bryant, as stated above) borrowed
frotîl the plaintiffs, in the naine of Bryant, Poîvis & ]3ryaîît, $25,Oo,
saying it wvas required for remnittance to, be miade to the hlead office
in London thiat day. Thie loan was obtaiîîcd by gîving as colla-
teral sectirity proflhissory notes signed by Smith, XVade &S Co.,
enidorsed b3' Bryant, Powvis & B3ryant to, the anîount of $40,ooo.
Oni the 3-rd of October Davies obtained a furtiier advanice froni
the plaintiffs of $22,ooS, upon depositing siixuilar nîotes to thle
amlount, of ,;35,ooo. On the 4t11 of Decemiber ail thiese nxotes xere
rc-turnied to Davit_Žs, whio, lii excliange, gave the baik two promis-
sor'- notes at 6 nîionthis for $25,ooo, eachi, miade by Smnith. Wade &
Co., to the order of Bryant, Powis & B3ryant, and endorscd by
Biry7ant, Pow'is & lirynuit, per Davies, attorney. Thiese notes were
thec property of Bryant, Powis & Brynt, and are the notes sued
cin ini this action.

Mr. justice Andrews camne 1.0 the conclusion tlîat the decision
hi this case inust rest upon the question, whiether thec powcr of
attorney (above înentioned) granted by Bryant, Powis &Bryant
to Davies gave the latter autlîority to borrowv nioîiey. «I -1
tliat the question is wliefler Davies liad thereunder power to bor-
row, l)Lcause tlý 2 transaction between ]imi and thec plaintiffs w~as
piii-«iily one of borrowving; it wvas only as a Securitv for the
rcpavîîîienit of the sulin borrowed thiat Davies pledged aild trans-
fcrred to thec plainitiffs flhe notes ; and it ixas to effcct sucli plcdge
and transfer thiat lie eiîdorsed tli with the naine of Bryant,
Powis & S Bryant. If, therefore, Davics hiad no powver to enter into,
the prinicipal tranisaction, tlîat is, the loan froin the bank in their
niainec, it Scelis lleccessarilY to folloin' thiat the endorsernecut of thic
notes Io0secure the boan, beilig an accessory of thiat transactionî
%vould zilso bc invalid. I do not think I %vould, be warrantcd, froin
411v of flhc pou-crs given by the instrument ini question, to Davies,
in iiifcrrii n Iu hlm a powcr to, coutract, lans on belialf of Bryant,
Powis & ScBry.-ilt." Actioni disis--sed, and notes ordereci to be
girvu up 1.0 Bryant, Poîvis & B3ryanit.

Qr)muwIC BAK V. BRYANT, POwxVS & BRYANT et zl.-C. G.
Davies (the attorney aud agent of Bryant, Powvis & Bryant, of
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