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Prottisorj _tot6.-Prote8t Ù& Engl4nd,-Notice of di8ho cour to
indorser in Canada - Address - Pirst -Mil ie.avio for
Canada-NVotice through agent-A greement for time-Dis-
charge of sure ty-Appropriation of Paymenta-EVidetace.

Notes mnade in St. John, N.B., were proteste.d in London,
England, where they were payable. The' indorser Iived at
Richibucto, N.B. Notice of dishonour of the first note was
niailed to the indorxer at Richibucto, and, at the' sanie tinie, the
y)rotest îvas sent by the' holders toi an agent at Halifax, N.S.,
instructing him tL take the' necessary steps to obtain paynient.
'Ihe agent, 0on the' Rame day that he received the' protest and in-
structions, sent, by p.snotice of the dishonour to tl- -ndor.her
nt Richibucto. As the other notes fell due, the holders ient them
and the protesta, by the' ftrst packet froni London to Canada,
to the' sanie agent nt Hlalifax, by whom the notices of dishanour
wero forwarded to the indorser at Richibucto.

H1el.d, IDINGTON and DuFF, JJ., dissenting. that the sending
(if the notices of dishonour of the flrat note direct f rom London
to 'Richibucto, with the' precaution of also sending it throughi
the agent was an indication that the' holders were xîot aNvare of
the' correct addresm of the indorser and the' fact that they used
the proper addresR was flot conclusive of their knowledge or
suffirient to compel an inference imputing Ruch knowleoge to
theni. Therefore. the' notices in respect tri the' oth 'r notes sent
throualh the' agent were sufficient.

Per IDINGTON and I)viF'. JJ.. dissenting, that the' holders
had failed to shew that tbey had adopted the' îost expeditious
mode of havinji the' notiep of dishonour given to th(, indorser.

The' maker of tht' note gave evidence of ail offer to the
hioiders, to settie his. indebtednesq, on certain ternis and at a time
some two or three >,car% later than tht' naturity of the' lest
tnte, and that the uanie was agreed to hy the' holders. The'
latter. iii their evidence, denied sueh agreement and testified
that, in ai the' negotiations. they hnd int'ornied tht' naker that
they would doi nothing whatever in any way to release the' in-
dorser.

Held. that the' evidenee did not shew that there wafs any
agrement by the' holders to give time to the niaker and the' in-
dorser was tint dischîtrgd. If the' existence of an agreement
pould be gathered f roui tht' ovidence it %vu withcut considera-
tioti, aud tht' ermditor*% rights4 ,uainu-t thie sivetlea wver( Pt'srved,


