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no indication of fraud and no sufficicut reason for invalidating
the bill of sale.

Upon the evidence, the contract was not mnade on a Sunday.

The affidavit of hona fide~s wasi miade by one Mansfield, the
assistant-secretary of the plaintiff company-not an officer
permitted by the Act o inake the affidavit without authorisation
by resolution of the directors: Bis of Sale and ('hinttiel1 Mortgage
Act, R.S.O. 1914 eh. 135, sec. 12 (2). The authority in writing,
or a copy thereof, inust be attached to and fileti with the bill of
sale: sec. 13. What purported to be an authority to h1w zisidstai If-
secretary was written on the bill of sale and signed by the sucretar-
treasurer of the conîpany, with the seal of the company tah .
This authority, however, (lid not purport to b)e a resolution of the
directors, or a copy thereof, uer was it such; and no evidence was
offered to shew that it was endorsed on the bill of sale -as the
resuit of auy resolution of the directors, uer was 1h shewn that any
resolution wus ever passed by the directors authorising MNamnsfield

to make the affidavit. This defeut made the bill of sale ab solutely
nuli and void agaînst the defeudants, creditors of the bairgainer.

Judgment for the defendauts in the issue, with costs.


