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that the defendant had neyer incurred any liability by 1

indorsement The defendant, however, had paid th~e no
and had never raised any question of the right 9f the bs&
to recover f roi hlm.

It does not, therefore, seem that this ie suob an xr

overruling of the earlier decision as to preclude the deferi

ants from raising the question again, and while the Suprei

Court, as at present constituted, would, no doubt, give d
consideration to what was said in Robinson v. Mann, th

would not be boum& to f ollow the view expreesed.
ln the head-note nothing is, said about ýCanadian Baui

of Commerce v. iPerram. At the most, ail that; could pi

perly be said would ho that; it was commented on or querié

The defendants, will, therefore, have leave to defen4i, b

they should in every way facilitate, as speedy a trial a pot
hie, ana on these terme the motion will be diemissed wi

coats ln the cause, snd defenda.nts should plead not lac

than the 12th instant.

,[See, Siater v. Laboree, 10 0. L. R. 648, 6 0. W. R. 62
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