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plaintiff.(by orally),and for theBroderick,A. briefJames

allfororally),(Mr. OrrDudleyCarleton and OrrMcLane, Davis &
Marvin,Haselton,Georgedefendants, Livingston,Frank C. I.and

Woodbury,T.Marvin, McCarthy,Ralph G. ChesterPeyser, Tucker &
defendants.particularClydeKeefe,and F. forDennis E. Sullivan

nego-indealingplaintiff in ofAllen, J. The was the business
by defend-thebought acceptances givenhe thepaper.tiable Before

in-person. Hebyants he to the a reliablewas introduced makers
thatarticlequired of the soldand learned from the manufacturers

assignedexclusivelythe righthad the to it in the districtmakers sell
He ob-given regardingthem he a them.reportand favorablewas

acceptors’ signaturesratings of had theirstanding,tained the financial
hadtheyacceptancesto verified, proofthe and thatwas furnished

acceptancespurchases.their ifreceived He asked thethe makers
thatshowed the entire toldacceptorstransaction with the and was

ex-information,they Hedid. “exhausted all ofsourcesreasonable
cept in theapplying acceptorsto themselves.”

It error a directionwas to direct for Theverdict the defendants.
embodied a couldruling goodthat as matter of faithplaintiff’sthelaw
not holderbe found. The other anecessary him to beconditions for

(P.in due issueL.,course The312,c. s. are to met.52) conceded be
good plain­of faith is of fact, mightone in theand it at foundleast be

negli­tiff’s mayfavor. One be he isalthougha holder in due course
gent suspiciousand there transac­are theattendingcircumstances

con­tion. The negligenceand notbearing,are of butcircumstances
H.clusive, upon questionthe goodof N.Young,faith. Hallock v. 72

416, 420.
theargumentThe that the directing forrulingreferee’s verdicts

defendants a findingcarries in dueplaintiffthat the not a holderwas
course, is unsound. While the finding made, improperlyit waswas
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compelled the con-upon the error that certain factsIt restedmade.
of law.as matterclusion

toreceive a directed verdict remains beright toplaintiff’sThe
he a holder inprovingof that washad the burdenupon. Hepassed

byhe not and thepleaded one,that wasdefendantsThedue course.
placed on a holder312, 55, 59) the burden isL., c. ss.(P.statute

negotiated by havingone a defectiveinstrument has beenthewhen
BankSavingsMechanicsthingone establishes.title, fraud aswhich

didThe referee found that the makers267,H. 268.Feeney,v. 79 N.
given in connec-agreementtheir when it'wasperformtonot intend

Hoveyfinding is one of fraud. v.acceptances. Thetion with the
Shevlin, 121, and cases569, 580; v. 81 N. H.Grant, 52 N. H. State

cited.
totestimony rightnot attacked and the trier’sisplaintiff’sThe

Young, supra, is not here a factor. Noras in Hallock v.it,discredit
generallike one a verdict is to sustainedthe where beis situation

yet sup-are tofindings enoughwith it notalthough special consistent
findingsit, Spaulding Mayo,in v. 81 N. H. 85. The referee’sport as

alldisclosing constitutingtaken into account andare alone to be as
inquiry plain-of theThe is whether the conclusionthe relevant facts.

from them.good faith must be drawntiff’s
toplaintiff’sdefendants stress the claim that the omissionThe

acceptors rights were, suspicioustheir afrom the what isascertain
tending inquiryto his faith. But he madecircumstance show bad

rely upon theyheof the and was entitled to the informationmakers
They byhad to himfurnished him. been recommended reliable

persons precautions respect pointsand extensive in to toldhis various
him inquiredIf he the ac-nothing to excite doubt. have ofshould

it he have doubted the of theceptors, is because should statement
appearswhen it that he had no to do amakers reason so. Such

reasonablyrequirement cannot be demanded.
plaintiff’s legitimate inperformedThe and was abusiness was

legitimate purchaser negotiable papermanner. To hold that a of is
exposed charge merelyofto the bad faith because he not alldoes ask

they any imposeto it ifparties defence, uponhave would a restriction
generalthe of commerce the of negotiablefacilities which law instru-

promote. shown, proofments seeks to faithgoodWhen is otherwise
destroyed bynot solitary inquiryof it is to be the fact that an from

every party not made.was
duty good faith protection partyThe of is not to extend to the

sought charged. onlyto It to take no advantagebe is unfair of him.
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expectinstrument, henegotiableand mustsigned delivered aHaving
Subsequent holders establishit treated as in its incidents.to suchbe

theyif take title. Onefaith conditions whengood theytheir meet two
upon noticeother is thatthey have no notice of defects. Theis that

inquiry not discloseinviting inquiry proper doesreasonablyof matters
the defects.

in outto finddid that he could reasonplaintiff all be askedThe
mighthe done morehavepurchases.of Thatabout the character his

in thatenough, of allto he did not do viewnot tend show thatdoes
suspicion failureandtendinghe of to arousedid do. Notice matters

he actedthatinquiry The conclusionof cannot be found.reasonable
Young,supra, 420) must begoodin“honestly (Hallockand faith” v.

made.
in (Hal­earlierthe decisions casesdoes not conflict withThe result

Feeney,Savings 79Bank v.Young, 416;lock 72 N. H. Mechanicsv.
344; v. Chris­Security EnsignN. H.H. 267; Porter,N. &c. Bank v. 79

83 N. H.Company,H. v.tiansen, 353; Corporation79 N. Land &c.
withThey were concernedrelating goodto a faith.518) holder’s

inlegal principle appliedparticular facts relevant to the issue. The
appli­difference in theonlyand this the The isthose cases is same.

principle differingcation of the to circumstances.

Judgments plaintiff.thefor

Woodbury,J., did not thesit: concurred.others


