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, renewals.thoeof. It contained no eow,;a-nt or promia to py
the debt. Later Mofndant gave plaintiffs ls notes for the
respective instalments.

This -atoiiubogt on tcnotes sud alio on tiiesealed
inxtrument to recover the aniount of the debt and interest. At

e ~tue trial, plaintilfs were unable to provo the niaking of the notes
Sued on.

JIel, that a covenant or provision to psy the debt could not
4 k' implicd from the terms of the seaIed instrument, the. effect of

which ivas only to furrxish security for the debt on the land.
~, iThe ieknowledl,,nent û' the debt and the manner of payment

wüe stated niercly as a grotund for the giving of sueh security
"4 and the instrument erented no personal liability to pay.

lVat'.rcus Enginc Ilorks Co. v. IVils;oi, Il M.R. 287, distin-
gitished.

Aetion disrniscd with eoats.
h1udson, for plairùtifts. Phillipps, for defendant.

j Uprovitice of 18rtteh Columbia.

lu SUPREM E COURT.
M

Full Cou rt.] [Nov, 6, 1906.
RoL.F V'. C.ANADIAN Tzii3Ln Co.

-in'dç pfi s~vn-Cmpn y-Lqudt fOperatinig as a
ohCcf/ f qcrt'ants.

Illitintiff wýî t'gard as acr'ounttxnt for the defendant eom-
psîtpnny iii ti spiu - of 1904. In Auigust of the s Inle year the
h rîtee for' the -vtnt' holders thed k eomtpiiny 's property,
81)( tiftt'r traWfIS'rril1g to) thP trîîstec litie books of the eompany,

gq tý 14 ffaititiff c'untintîcd lu the' ser-vive, ci' tht' truste uintil Novettihrr.
1905, when lu' wem dh4mnist-', and hrolîght un action agaitist tlie
ontpany for wrongfid di8mimL on t4e ground that the seisuire

Iw tho oenut holders wa .4 nere shuffle and thait the buminess
wax ln reality continured ly the company.

5;z, 1. reveî'sing Forin, Co. J.-That thore had been
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