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MEnEITH C.JO.,read a judgment, in which he said that the
appllnt s lleg'ationsý were:* that lu 1911 he opened an account

wih liîhe Sarnia b)ranch of the respondent bank, and deposited, as
secuirlty* for akn adae,"in the vicinity of $1,700 worth of notes
()r eustomeors' paper; - that he was asked by the manager of the

brnhto sign a printed document; that he neyer read it, for
asit read tW him, b)ut hie signed it on the representation that,

lit WaLS 01o' nla agreement that the respondent bank should hold
- the collateral notes so deposited until the advances madle to hlm
froin tiine to trnie wvere duly paid off and discharged; "that the
agreemneit, was obtalned by fraud and znlsrepresentation; that by
it,. as appeared to be the case, the respondent bauk was "at liberty
to purvhwse other paper on which" he (the appellant) "might
be liable and uise it Wo his detriment and disadvantage;" that ln
November, 191 i e paid off lu full his iudebtedness to the bauk
arddi dd thie returu of his notes and securities and the
mnoney thlat the banik had collected ou them, but the bauk refused
1to returru and pay as asked; and that he had been greatly damaged
1) y% the wronigful dleteution of these seoutrities and moueys. His
d.aim wa for thle rect ificaitioni of the in-strument sigued, the return
of the mioneys aiid secuirities, and damages.

'rlearnied ('bief Justice said that the appellant's attack
uipon the atgreemeniýit as hiaving been obtained by misrepresentatiou
aud fraud entirefailed and the only substantial question in
dispute %vas as 'î o he riglit, of thie bauiik to hold the securities, nlot
only for indetdeeicurred by hlim directly, but also for hi$

indebtedess upo proiissory notes macle by hlim to other per-
so0ns, ut which thje bank lad nu the course of business become the
liol<der; audo , if thlai wvas thle riglit of the baik, whether it was en-
titiedf to hold thev securities for the lndebtedniess of the appellant
out a promnissory niote whichi lie had mnace to une (ook ou the lst
May* , 1915, for $968.99, pay' able ii mouths after date, and which
waws lu the possinof the banik when it refused to hand over the

10uite theV appej)ltat.
According to thie termns of two agreemnents between, the appel.

huil andJ the repnotbatik, thie latter was to be eultitled to hold
Iliv se!urtie, -2as security' for the payment uf ail my, present and
ail iiiy future liab)ility% tie your biink, whether direct or indirect,
and ail cost, carges, and expeuses lu counection therewithi, and
for il Uýlîls of exehautrgt, promissory notes, or other instruments
iiiw oir hevreafter representing sarne or any part or parts the(reof."


