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MONTEITH V. MERCHANTS’ DESPATCH CO.

fact been sold. Heam, in his evidence taken under com- 
missioh, swore that his firm had not bouUt or agreed t»»Äfasdt:

acfcual sale.
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ere was noof
in Ia„dhf T a f“ m the ™arket price of c,over m Eng- 

land from January, and the seed was not sold till the 2nd
of July, when it sold for thirty-seven shillings per hundred

6'8 , 0 112 Pounds- The evidence was not very precise 
as to the actua, f»„ in price of seed atany stated p^iod
J f.,* t ’0 was exam>ned as a witness for the plaintiff 
tated that the pnce ranged from forty-four to forty-six’ 

between the lOtliand end of February, and thirtyix to 
A -1 ”‘“a rt°m the beSJn,llnS of March to the middle of 
rnt i f and,,G,’°dwin 11 Sllaw- a witness for defendants 
put ,t irom thirty-seven and six to forty-four during March'
and he™ hat,n »m-Hrt<;dany than ^0,
and lie could not giVe the prices ruling in Februarv In
Apnl they rnled from thirty-three shillings and six pence
Apr Hhe"6'8 • Sh!nir.and SiX P™66' B>' the end of 
Tawlr in r™*-, “ Th° a«ent of Plaintiff,
hedid nnt ll .e,VldenÅe’ m anSWer t0 the qnestion, why
bei Ö in 8 , T ,S0°ner' S8id he 1,ad no ehancc, not
bemg in a position to do so, without first submittine it 
rneanmg any offer, to the bank. g

At the close of plaintiffcase counsel for defendants
gmund thatM ^ made °ut a case' on
giound that the goods liavmg been shipped at Watevford
by an agent of the defendants there, there was no authority
nBair^ the agent at Toronto, to change a bill of ladin»

Xa“°‘hlr agCnt Fr°m his Polion it woä g 
mplied that he had power to receive goods and issue bilis

the defendants could be held liable there *
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