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We continue the June reports fromn p 508S, ante.

COIPAlly_ DEB3ENTURES -TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE HOL)F.',RS-CEIV-R-

PI)tNCIPAL AND AGEFNT -1LIABILIrY FOR GOODS ORDERED BY RECEIVER-

UJNIISCLoSED) PRINCIPAL.

In Gaskcl/ v. Goslinzg, (1896) 1 Q. B. 669, the Court of
AýPpeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Lopes and Rigby, L.JJ.)

clifered in opinion. The action was brought for the price of

g00ds, ordered by a receiver of a joint stock company,

Who had been appointed by the defendants in pursuance of a
POW9ýer COntained in a mortgage deed made by the company to
the defendants by way of security for certain debenture
ho1le.rs ,ad w ase toe ersl "tîie ta te eei

al0 o e appointed wa ob lteagent of the company, who
aln should be liable for his acts and defaults." The defendants,

Pursuance of the power, appointed the receiver and directed
hI"" to pay ail moneys received into an account in a banking
eStablishment in which they were partners, and that no money

shouîId be withdrawn without the concurrence of a person

'ýLanled by them. Af ter the appointment had been made the

cofl-pan was ordered to be wound up, and the receiver

'levlerth-e1ess continued to carry on the business of the com-

'PantY, and inl s0 doing the goods in question were ordered by

hi'*Lord Esher and Lopes, L.J., thought that, notwith-

s3tanlding the terms of the trust deed, the receivet was not a

receiver Within its terms, because of the special stipulations

%clae as to the moneyà to be received by himn; that what was

n"ltetnplated bytede a he appointment of a receiver

teordinary powers of a receiver, and who out of theu

rb10,1eVsreceived would have power to pay for goods ordered
hit and that in any case he ceased to be agent of the

(ýo1PýtYif lie ever was so, so soon as the winding-uP order
Illade, and that therefore the receiver in this case was the


