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suma payable on percels merked C.O.D. beyond
tîseir lirnits, sud tliat if the bill mentioneti as
sent with this parcel had been ceeu by hini, lis
would bave refuseti eo collect it ;that they lied
iso agent et Bracebritige. Looking at thie entry
of tIse receipt, &c., in tbe proper book, mnide by
himi, and riot ceeing C.O.D. placed egeilit it,
lie wonld say there lied been no0 bill sent witls
tlie parcel ;tîsat thongli the parcel maiglit have
been marked C.O.D., yst if no blli lied accoi-
panied it, lie would pay îîo attenstion to tîsis
direction, as npaiti parcels were ofteu cent so
suarketi without bills accoînpanyiîîg thei. In
that case, tihs lette-c C. O. D. would be supposeti
to, be and be takeii to menu a direction by the
coneigunor to tise defenstant to collect bic chariges
thereon for carniage ;that Mr. Edwarde lied
authority to meke contracte for delîvery witlîin
defendant'e limite, but not beyoîid.

ARDAGHI, J. J-i have no liecitation in say-
ing, anti it is not argueti by defendent to the
contrary, thet if a coiitract werc nmade with
plaintiff to carry thie parcel to Bracebridge, that
je, beyond defendant's limite, defendant wvould
ba hialle, unies lie lied given express notice to
tlie plaintiff that lie would not be liable after
the goode lied passed i îto the hande of another
carrier. Coînpaniec acting as coînînon carriers
do conctantly linait their liability in this way.
The poinît, liowever, on whicli the defendent
doec rely is this, thet Mr. Edwercls, as agent for
defendenit, lied only a limiiteti autliority, that
is, authority to receive gootis for delivery andi
coliect moncys due on camne within certain
limite, andi fot beyond ; that if lie (Mr. Eti.
warde) did meke e contnact to deliver or collect
beyond the limite, it wes in excese of hic
authority, anti defendant je not hiable.

No doulit the general rnis le thet a panty
deaiiug with an agent, and knowing I1dm to be
sncb, muet make himeelf acqueinteti witli tIhe
nature and extent of tliat agentsa autbority.
There muet ie. liowever, coins lirait to thie
mile, and corne reason in if. A pereon lielti out
f0 be an agenît muest be precumnet to have all
iseedfiil powenc to carry ont the object of hic
agsncy; but if lie gces out of hie way, anti dos
acte not so neceesary, hic principal will be ex-
onerafeti. Now, liere Mr. Edwards had ti tlority
of contreet witli third parties for flic carniage,
and deiivery of goodc for reward, flue bsing the
chief object oMtiefenidaitt's business. The an-
isouncement of flic business being " Vicke-s'
Nontheru Express." anti ite liealqniar*rs being
in Toronto, it miglit reasonably be cupposed
fIat the business lias to lie f0 tise nortli of that

city. Suppose a person et Toronto were f0 enter
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defendant's office there, and deliver a parcel for
England to sorte clerk, wlio, iu ignorance, re-
ceived it, and on tlie discovery of this by
soîne one in autbority, or who knew better, this
parcel was delivered over to sorne other company
or carrier, who, in the course of their business,
undertook the carniage of goods to England, it

could not bc argued that defendant wouid bc
Hiable in snch a case after loss of this paircel by
the second compeuy, even thongli it was re-
ceived by hini in flic ninner rnentioned, there
being nothiug iu his advertised business to war-

rant any one assuming that lie carried goods to
Eng-landt. Iu the present case, liowever, it may
fairly be argned thet plaintiff miglit reasonabiy
presunse that Bracebridge ivas within dsfencl-
ant's limiite; of carrnage, andi nothing je sliown to
have corne to his knowledge whereby hie bcd
notice of the fact that it was flot ;andi it je a
fact ticat for the greater part of the distance
betweeni Barrie andi Bracebridge the defendant
does receive goods C.O.D., and dos deliver
them. It would then lie only reasonable to
expect thet defendant's agent liere, when ne-
quired to book parcels beyoind the limite, siould,
if lie lied nb authority to d1o s0, state the fact.
It was sometbiug alinost peculiarly witbin bis
own knowledge. His receiving a parcel to book
for a certain point is soiiething whicli, iii itseif,
does îlot suggest to flic consigner any înquiry as
to the extent of the agent's autbority, for lie
(tIse agent) je there for the very purpose of re-
eciviîîg andi bookîng parcels, and it wouid. be
rnost naturel for the seier f0 prestime thet the
agent lied sucli autlsority if thse parcel was
receiveti witbout demur. Tihe agent'c receiv-
ing the parcel to deliver af Bracsbridge without
objection was tantamounit to hic answering in
the affirmative the question :'' Wili you receive
thie percel andi deliver it et Bracebridge ? " 1
observe that whiie Johinson states that Edwards
lied no autliority to receive parcels to deliver
beyond. Severn Bridge, yet lis diti receive it for
that purpose# but sayc that, lied hie known it to

Ibe C. 0. D., lis would not have received it, andi
that they invariahly refuse to receive parcels, so
nsarked, for delivery beyond their limite, thus
leaving it to lie inferred that tliey do receive
them in sucli cases wben flot marked C. O. D.

While, then, i would lie inclineti to liolti that
if the agent lied entereti into a contract involv-
ing conditions unusuel, or suds as would. fot
usually be supposed to forma part of such a
contreet, the principal would not be liable, yet
in this case I cannot cee that the condition-for
the breacli of wliich tlie plaintiff now cnes-w as
unucual or extraordinary. Receiving parceis to


