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liable for negligence or want of care in making that

the property after the investment was made, and
le satisfied with it; and when ‘it was dlscovered
years, that it could not be readily sold, he said he
impute any negligence to the firm, and would bear
himself.

ese circumstances, I must hold that Carman, Leitch,
e are not liable for any loss that resulted from that
R
consent of counsel, there will be judgment in favour
plaintiffs by counterclaim against James Leitch and
A. Pringle, defendants by counterclaim, for $2,300
costs of the counterclaim.

e original defendants to pay plaintiff’s costs of the
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ONBRIDGE, C.J.:—The partles differ as to the kind
wlﬁch was to have been given, i.e., whether it should
not be indorsed by some responsxble person other
iff and his wife, and so plaintiff fails to prove
ent to suspend the remedy by distress during the
‘of the note, of which agreement the note, if ac-
mld have heen some evidence.



