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CROWN BANK ()F CANAD>A v. BRASII1.

>aw tu Appea! lo Court of Appeul1--Order of Divisional
Cixurt Reversing Judgmenl al Tria 1-Grounds of Appeal--
Judicalure Act, sec. 76 (1) (g).

Mo)tioni by *de(fendant Brash for leave to appeat to the
.ort o! Appeal fromn order of a I)ivisional Court, ante 400,
sversing judgmnent of Tî.-IETZEI,, J., who tried the case with

jury.

G. H. Watson, X.C., for applicant.

F. Arnioldi, liC., for plaintiffs.

MACL-ARFN, J.A. :-The actiont is based upon pron1isory
,bte diseounited by the bank at lthe request o! one Camp-
.ell purporting 1<> aet for a birin eomposed of defendant
.4 Cipbell, but which are said to be forgeries and dis-
ouuted withoutl the authoritv or knowledge of defendant.
'be jury foundii that the baülk manager had notice or know-
»,(ge of! 1hw wanit of authority of Campbell, but also found
liai lie de honestly and ini good faibli. Teetzel, J.,
j.1yingý on Ille firast of these answers, disrnissed the action;
b. D)ivisionalI Court, aecting on the latter answer, gave
,mdpnrent for the bnk

PDecndant Brashi urges the following as special reasons
ile(nt undvr se.76, suh-see. 1 (g), of the Judicaturo
,ý, in entitle imii to sueli leave; that the amount in ques-
oei i nearly' $1,000,ý being said bo be $940; that the Divi-
jing] Couirt reversed flic decision o! the trial Judge and
-t aside the, answe ts notice or knowledgc without
(Ading that there wans no evidence ti be submitbed to the
t"y upon this point; that the anw as te good faith
id »ot override thait as to no)tice(, andi( was not Sufficient
onue under the Bis o! Exchange Adi b entitie the bank
) jadgmnent; that there was such evidence and sufficient to
.mtif ' the answer as to notice; that if the trial Judge had
,en in the Divisional Court, defendant could have appealed


