-

In the fellowing sasea, also, it gﬁﬁ hﬂl& 3E ﬁknﬁwie&ge ef -
_the censideration for which a negoticble instrument was
given wes insuffieient te put a purcheser upen inguiry as
%o whether the consideration had fzi led: Park v Zellers 77
'3.&,932 Bank v Green, 76 S.E, 796; Stubbs v Bank 77 S.E, 895.
5 Where the purohaaer of promizsory motes states
that he is perscnelly acquainted with the efficers of the
~_ payee of the notes, and that he is acquainted in & very
' gemersl way with the'manner in which the peyee osrrics on its
 business; end that he kmows that notes are gemerally given
by the patrana of the payee; but that he hes ne persenal
‘knowledge of the agreement made or entered info By and between
the maﬁer and t“e payee, Jr dla nct haxe Wben 1e vurcha ed

£
]:

e 4 r?-nn:‘«us notes simi 'fﬁﬁﬁ;s*- ~“pow in € -wftﬁ 'j vﬂa;ﬁé'zfgwaw
c:rcumstances are net such as to render the purahaser °r
Such peper onme im Bed faith, Thus, it will De ccen that : Sy
Yan inneoent purchaser” as the te T is*need in bw peans g’ e
bena fide indorcer or besrer within the law merchant: The mot-< :
- oives and the interests of thc seller are unimpertant in deter-
e 'minin% the rights of the buyer in ecemmercial paper. Only the
. ‘buyer’s gocd feith 18 in gquesticn. 'On these propositisns
e see the fellowing aunthorities:

Roberts v Hall, 57 Conn, 205
MeCreedy v Cann, B Herr (del)175
Sturges v Miller 80 I1l.241
Moore v Moore, 39 Iowa 461
Crecs v Thompsen, 50 Ksn, 627
Spencers v Briggs, 2 Met, (Ey.) 123
Dupeux v Drozler, 8 la, 92. .
'Kelle v Curtis, '69 Me, 212
Merriem v Bank 8 Gray ( Mass. 254,
. Btephens v Olesen, 62 Elnnaagﬁ :
Helmer v Bank 28 Eéb. 474 .

feineon | " Crosby v Grant, 56 N,H.273
, . : U‘Olammld 'V BG .Ln., 12 Bal’b. (N.Y.407

Mrusting $net I have ansvered yeur mquiry satisfac%a-'
= orily, I am, :
E i Yours very truly,

RO/L. ' Ralph Otte.
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