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solicitor for him, as well as for the Bank of Montreal. The
demand for particulars was in the usual detailed form, asking
when and where and in what circumstances John Stuart noti-
fied the bank as alleged in paragraph 8, and the name of the
person or persons to whom such notice was given. This was re-
peated as to Braithwaite and Bruce, and also as to Bruce, as al-
leged in the 9th paragraph. Numerous letters were produced,
and it was apparently on that of the 5th July, 1904, from John
Stuart to Bruce that the plaintiff mainly relied, taken together
with the correspondence as a whole. He also said that his grand-
father mnotified the bank ‘‘verbally—just directly before the
settlement.”” The Master said that as to these facts the plaintiff
must.rely on his grandfather’s evidence at the trial. He was
not bound to get all these details from his grandfather before-
hand and communicate them to the defendants, who had denied
any notice. It would, therefore, be a matter for the trial and
for the ultimate tribunal to say whether the defendants had
notice, as the plaintiff alleged, and what effect was to be given
to it. The plaintiff had apparently given all the information
on the matters in question that he had or ought or was bound to
have. There is no fiduciary relationship between himself and
his grandfather—it might be that they were adverse, though
the plaintiff must rely on his grandfather’s evidence, if any was
thought necessary, beyond the correspondence and the fact of
the dual position of the defendant Bruce. The motions failed
on the merits; and also it might be that the defendants were
too late, after doing nothing since the 6th May last. The delay
was said to have been caused in part by the plaintiff having
obtained an order on the 10th July for examination de bene
esse of John Stuart, which was never acted on. But this did
not account for the previous two months’ inaction. Motions
dismissed ; costs to the plaintiff in the cause. H. A. Burbidge,
for the defendants. W. M. Douglas, K.C,, and W. J. Elliott,
for the plaintiff.
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