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uaring the renewal term was by adding to each payrnent during the twenty-
one years, that is ta say, adding to the rent of eîghty dollars per annum for
the first ten years of the renewal ternt a nd ta the rent of one huiidred
dollars per annurn for the remaining ten years of the renewal terni, and
tnt by adding together the annual payrnents for twenty-one years, and.
mnaking-an addition-to that, nor by adding ta the sum payabl e during the
last year before the renewal.

Ik/d aima, that the condition as ta the rent for the newv terni, being an
increaied rent, might be satisfied by making a merely nomiinal addition,
there being no increase in the rentai value of the premises.

Riddd4ll Q.C., and J MeGr-ego, for tenants. c;anib/e, for lanidiord.

.Meredith, J.1 CONLEY V. CANADIAN IîACIFic RAILWAY. [NOVI. 4.
Rai/ qy-- cns~norand coPsinee- Deiivery, to 7trotg person -Liabilit)y.

'lhle plaintiff cansigned ta the detèndants certain goods ta the I . C.
Comipany," simply. He knew that the company had nlot yet beeii incar-
porated ;he also knew that the defendants' practice was never ta deliver
the goods consigned Ilta order " without the production and endorsement
of the shipping bill, but that when flot consignied "lta order '- they did
sometirnes deliver the goods withaut the production of the shipping bill.
The riefendants did not deliver the goods ta a persan carrying on business
under the naine of the L. C. Comnpany and at the ostensible* office of the
Company.

Hed, that the plaintiff w~as rnost ta, blaine for such cOeliverv, an 1that
the defendant was flot liable by reason of their having delivered the goods
without first requiring the production of the shippinig bis. TIhere is na
law here requiring carriers ta talce up the shippinig buis before the delivery
of goods.

Davis, for plaintiff. A4ylswop-il, Q.C., and Dettsotn, for defendant.

Bloyd, C., Malconbridge, C. j ., Street, J. 1 Nov. .

P9RITCHARD V. TtS .

.Avitience-Alion -Secri /for rosis - Vriapan9 ,s/c;i
4/lîdavil - Noice of Mo/ilon.

'l'lie decision of RosFý, J-, anlte 4 23, affirniied on appeal : S-rRs i', J,
dissenting.

Ue/a', pier BoyiD, C., that an application for security for costs on the
ground that the plaitifT is insolvent and is anly ioininally interested in the
action should be based an an-affidavit of belief on the defendats part
tînt such are the facts, and such an affidavit should nt leaiit be furnished
by thec defenidant before hie attempts ta establish the facts by examining the


