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(b) Other publie earpura fions established for sp-cifio pu4rposes.-The
paroi appointment of an assistant or oierk te the master of the workhouse,
whaee dutiea %%,re prlncipafly the keeping of accounts of a somewhat coin-
plcated nature, requiring %ome amount of skili and capacity, was held
not to b. binding on the defendants. Austin~ v. Guardians of Bof hnel CG'ecti
(1874> L.R1. 9 C.P. 01 (action for wrongfui diarnissal, nlot nxalntainable).

On the g-round that it was not a case of neceisity, and nat made under
Réal, àt was heid that the appointruent of e Baiarled "medical oficer>' for a
fl.red and definite period lvas not binding. Dyto v. St. Panero* Board
<1872) 27 L.T.N.S. 342.

That the appointanient, by the guardians of an Uni on, of a collector of
the poor-rate tnust lia under seul, %vas decided by Parke, B., in S~miths v.
*West Ham Union (185,5) 10 Excli. 807, aff'd in Exch. Ch. Ili E.'wh. 867é
<valiity of appontmexat not dlscussedl in the higher court). It was sug.

egested by W!is. (afterwards Justice), in hie argunment as couinsel in
enero v. Auttraliasi Royal Mail S. Yai). o. (1855) 5 El. & BI. 40v,

that this case probably proceeded on the distinction taken iii Smithi v.
Cartwr'ight <1851) 6 Exch. 928 (sec subd, (a) of this note, supra) ;-that
the appointment of a servant for the benefit of the corporation. being ail
incident to their every day existence as a corporation, may he by parai;
but that the appointment of an offller for ]lis olvu beneflt, not beitig'incident
ta such every day existence, miuet ho under seai. But this theory doeii not
seem to b. appIiable to the c.rcumstances of the case.

An agreement for the hire of P) teacher by a body of 8ciiool truistepn la
ilnvalid, i f net undr r seul. Q«i»ý v. Srhool Trusteas (1850) 7 U.C.Q.B. 130.

But it seems that, where publie school trustees have entered into an
greement for the )lire oif a teacher, and have dlrectedl the officer, ivho lis

th custody of tie seal, ta affix it, and bath parties have for twvo years
acted on It as a blndiag agreement, the fact tiîat the scat %vas îîot iwttuailly
amfxedl wiii not invalidate the agreemnent. £Ifcecrson Trusgt,, s S.S. yo. 7
(1901) 1 Ont. L.R. 261.

In Paine v. Straeld Union (1846) 8 Q.B. 320, a paroi order for înaking
a survey and map of the ratabie property in one af the parislieR fcrming the
Union %vas bld not ta ha blnding on the Union, for the reason that such a
pVan was not incidentai to the purposes for w-hiah the guardians n! the
Union were incorporated. Thay lad nothing t,) do cither Nith xnnkiag or

coiiactlng rates In the several parishes of the Union, nor liad they power to
act as a corporntion in a sldigla pariesh.

(c) Buiness corPoretioia.-As ai g-etcrai rule an attortney.at.IaN%' eau.
net hae retained by paroi Suteo& v. Spectacle Mtakeas Co. ( 1864) lo
L.T.N.S. 411. But after an attorney las appeajred iin<1 acted for n corr.
poratian in le gai pt'aceedings, the corporation cannot, as againgt the üther
party to the litigatian, dispute his authoity an thie grond that lie wvAs
nat appointedl under the rarporate seal. T/iarnc Haven Dock Co. v, Hall
(1843) 5 Man. & G., 274. Nor cati the other party dispute it on thifs
g ound, after taking gteps ln the proceedings. Favieli v. Enatereo» i~
J.Ca. (1848) 2 ExcI. 344.

In R. v. Ju.stiea of Ciinbc, lad (1848) 17 L.J.Q.B. 102, 5 Engi. lly.
Cas. 332, Wiglitinin. J., ronstruing the affect af a etatittc lvhieih gave tije

»ietr oe t" appoinlt and dispiace any af thae afliers o! the coin-
pan," sa,"d the"ir appolntinent of an attorney without sei was cfrarly
goon. sir F. 110,l00p apparentiy is o! opinIon that the controling ion-
sideration In the case la the filet that the appoilltaielt wils not elle ta at
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s established for the purpose of trading may make ai
ntracts ai arc of ordinary oý,.urrence in that tradte wrth-


