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NOTES 0F CANADIAN CASES.

~ CAADIN CAES. general agent at Toronto, to take charge of the
CANADAN CSES. general management of their business there, and

IN AD)VAC BY ORDER 0F THE L.AW also giving hirn the management and control Of

SOCIETY. the sub-agencies generally, and giving H. power

____to do everythilg necesSary and requisite there-

COURT O F APPEAL for as fully, to ail intents, as the compafly could

p do if present. H. appointed the plaintiff a

su b-agent for one year, which wvas rehnewed for

I~ASWLI[March 24. some years at the end of each year. The letter

b,- f eiv,. M]AS vEL SUTîHERLAND. appointing the plaintiff stated that hie was ap-

deieyof chat/els-Performiance ea- pointed for a year, to be paid weekly the sum of

CikSed bY dlestruction of 5> oje;ty. $i 5, together with certain commissions. During

action On bond conditioned for the pro- the currency of the years the plaintiff was sumn

bhtIoI. of crangoods in default of paymieflt marily dismissed, and in an action for wages the

tif t Ceti oneys advanced by the plain- defendants gave evidence to show that they

ha btnan for securing which the plaintiff were in the habit of engaging their agents and

th, obail-ed a chattel niortgage on the goods, sub-ageflts at will oniy.

liayie~nt i Pleaded that before the time for iJe-/(il afflrming the judgment of the Court of

bond f, 'and 5before the date specified in the CoiTimon Pleas, [SPRAGGE, C. J. 0., dissentifig],

b 0f or Procing the goods, and hefore any that the appointment from year to year was

dsroyfcodtin the goods wvere accidentally within the power of the directors which were

att t by fire without any default of defend- delegated to H., their general agent, and that

tht) 1 . the goods were flot in existence when the plaintiff was entitled to rely upon such

'îeailti fecame entitled to their production. powers when he entered into the service of the

fad, ba 0On demurrer for not negativiflg de- compafly.

0it f nthe part of P. as to thc destruction by Pecr SPRAGGE, C.J.0.--Notwithstanding the

eý Propety. 
knowvledge of the defendants and their recogli-

strtjo SRA wcj C 0J .- The accidentai de- tion, year after year, of the emiploymneft of the

dtfl-ln nOf th god ithout défault of the plaintiff, there wvas îîot any acquiescence in the

fr1~n Ir1 lis principal, would excuse the per- ternis of the engagement ; and as it was shown

,rce Of the contract. 
that the practice of the defendants was to engage

Oiverr t 0dg'lent of the Court of Comimon Picas their employeeS at wvill only, the power of attor-

thtp e the demiurrer oni the assulfptiofl that ney, if it gave power to appoint sub-ageflts like

fle as hýdben amnended by negativing de- th-e p1aintiff, no power wvas given them to ap-

'ýy appea book no shwnion o er ; and H. was not held out by the

Iieari1 lUl toilve been mnade the defence ap- defendafit company as haviflg such authoritY.

111'rlg thereon wvas considered bad on de- Watison, for appellants.

thippeal was allowed. C. Robinson, Q.C., contra.

Qv " 2C., and Eddis, for the appeal.

ÏPhll,5  contra.

pro 
QUEEN'S 1BENCH L)IV ISION.

nC.[March 24. 
[March 10.

ýr V. SUGAR MANUFACTURING. CO. MACDONAL.D ET AL. V. CROMNBIE ET AL.

4 cÙora/e(l coiJ5afy--Iliring by the year- Jntierp leader -Jugymeflî on non-appearance -

'rhe ImProPer dismnissal. 
j,,rnediaîte execuionL-rrý&uîarity>/ReIeren-

dir e fenîdants, a foreign corporation, elected liai JudgineifîShlierifls sale-Purchase by

tcOirs to wholfl was delegated power to ap- judilent credlitor-R. S. 0. ch. uIS.

to'int s'ch subordinates as might be necessary An execution issued on the saine day that a

Poar on the business of the company. By judgmnent on default of appearance is signed

of th0f attorney under the corporate seal contrary to Order IX. Rule 4, is an irregularity

tiefendat they appointed one H. their oiiîy, and not a nullity.
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