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HIARRIS v. STEV-ENS.
eale of <od-rM-PmjeWritten to Mercantile Agqencyl tu bce

Re8poli'ýb1c for <JosDelitrered to) Another Pery80p (rr4p u
hui4si Ano(thier Narnie-Not eithiin Rt(itc of Fraide'-

PartncrsliMp.

Action tried at Londoni, brought to recover $98.5, the
priee of Igoods sold and delivered to the Stevens Mfanufactur-
ing(3oiay and $900. the amnount of the C-Ompany's promn-
jssory note, givenl for price of other goods.

E. Meredith, K.C., and J. CI. Judd, bondon, for plaintif.
G,. C. Gibbonis, K.C., and M. 1). Fraser, bondon, for

dlefendants Labatt and Stevens.
W. C. Fitzgerald, bondon, for defenidants Fitzgerald&

Co.
Lou-çT, J.-The plaintiff alleges that at the time of the

sale of the goods, the defendants Labatt and Fitzgerald
were the real owners of the business carried on a-, the Ste-
vens Maaxufacturing Co., and that the goods were supplied
on their credit, or that the defendants were earry' ing on
fixe business in partnership. H1e adso alleges that defend-
ýants Labatt and Fitzgerald & Co. furnished to B. G. Dun
& C~o., mercantile ageney, a writing stating that " ln reply
to yrnxr enquiry, we b4gto say that we hold ourselves respon-
sible for fihe payment of alI good, which may be bouglit for,
and. delivered to or on aceount of the Stevens Manufactur-
ingr Pnn hiý ~nr nf Ilo ~h~o -i,,o - r.

ior -ine gooa. i1 ind, on
liff, and I find, also, that
to B. G. Dun & Co. at their
e knowledge of the senders,
ýra1d & Co., it did not create
laintiff, to whoxn it was not
.ty to it. 1V is noýt a Suffi-
to satisfy the Statute of
2 Ell. & EU. 349; Williams


