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RASait V. IlECKLER-)IVISONAIL t'OUIZT-IEC, 20.

Prîicipal and A.get IIn.ý;b<,nd and Wlife if iniing Claiei. 1-
Appeal hy the dlefendants rroîîi the judoimenit of MlAcMAioN, .1.,
14 0. W. R. 441, in favour of the plaintiff for the remour 'v of
$2I2.50 in an action for reiniuration for 4ervies rendered o Ille
defendants ini discoveringr two inining elainis and for the fe- paid
for reeording the saine. MACt mAo\N, J1.. heli tîtat both iliu de-
fendants, husband and wife, were !iable, it being assumed that the
hiusband liad authorit %yt< act for the wife. Trhe Court F LO'

wife was not liable înerel 'v lîecaue the bushand direeted the plain-
tif? to record in lier naine, ani there w'as no evidence of agencv.
Wit!î a declaration that the wife holds the elains as trustee, for
the lîushand, lier appeal was allowed and the action disîinissedJ as
against lier witliout eosts. Appeal of the lîusband dismissed with-
out costs. A. MeLean Macdonell, K .C., for the defendants. E.
Meek, X.C.., foir the plaintif?.

MCCALL V. KANE & Co.-DivisioNAi. ('otiT-1>E('. 21.

Partîcular.1-The orders of the Master ia Clomithers, ante
9,5, and of Ru»»tui, .. ante 151, were affirrned by~ a Divisional
Court omposed of CEimI,(.J.('.P. TleETym. and ~STiiz-
l.AND, M,. W. Laidlaw. K.C., for the defetidaxits. W. K. Middle-
ton, K.C., for the plaintif?.

COODALL V. CAIE DVIOA.COURIT-Dpc. 22.

Con rac-Shaes.-Anappeal by the defendant from tie
jiîdgmnt Of RIDDEIL, J., alite 95, was dismissed by a Divisional
Court coî Ofe fvii-DIT1I, ('..(l>. I''mziI an(] S4'rI u-
LAÂND, T1L i. . atnKCand W. R, Wadswortli, fur tuie
defendant. TT. CashK.C1., for the plaintif?.


