
BURTON v. CAMPBELL.

than plaintiff or than William Lockeridge. 1 think the evi-
dence is flot sufficiently satisfactory to enable me to find in
plaintiff's favour.

For the purpose of comparison of the dit3puted note, cer-
tain papers were put ini evidence by plaintiff, proved to my sat-
isfaction to be genuie, that is, to hear the genuine signatuire
of defendant Mary J. Carmpbell. No comparison was nmadle
by any witness; no evidence of experts, or of persons profes--
îng to ho sucli, anmd no evidence of any witness as to coili-
parison, was submitted to me; but papers bearing the gen-
uine signature and the disputed note were submitted Vo rme,
and 1 was invited by counsel to mnake the comparison if that
would asaist me in deterrnining the difficuit question of fact
between the parties. . . . 1 have mnade the comparison.
It is perfectly clear that there is a very strong resemblance,
and if the signature to the note is flot genuine, it is an ex-
cellent imitation. There is quite as nmuch difference between
any two of the genuine signatures as between any one of these
and the disputed one; but, notwithstanding this, I amn obliged
Vo say, without attempting an analysis of the siants and
strokes of the letters formîng defendant's name, that xny
comparison confirms me in the conclusion Vo which I corne
apart frorn the comparison, viz., that plaintiff has not proved
that defendant did sign the note in question. 1

Action as against Mary Jane Campbell dismi8sed with
Rot.
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BURTON v. CAMPBELL.

Money Had and. Reciîved,-Depositf--?payment-Evîdence--
CorroU~ration-Cost8.

Action to recover money alleged Vo have been given by
plaintiff to defendant for safe-keeping. The amnount claimed
was $627 and interest.

A. B. Macdonald, Bnissels, for plaintiff.
R. VansVone, Winghaxn, for defendant.

BRiTToN, J.-The arnount claimed is muade up as follows:
Left with defendant on or about 14th April, 1900, two sums.
one $1,619, and 0one $35, 8 1,654. Plaintiff admitted
gettîng back $1.000, which sumn he lent Vo Loekeridge & Bro.,
and a further sum of $27, leaving the balance sued for.

Plaintiff in has evidenoe put-a the sumouint which ho firet
handed Vo defeandant at 81,616l, but sayvs lie sold a homse for
$35, and gave this additional Sum Vo defendant.


