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Held, affirrning the judginent, of the Supreine Court of the Nortli-\es%
Territories (j N.W.T. Rep*, part 3, P. 41), that as the evidence showed ihat
when the note svas given hoth R. and the creditor intendeti it te be thre note of
the comipany, and as R., as manager, %vas competent tu rnake a note on which
the merubers of the company wnnild be liaN~e, andi as thre formi of the note was
suffi<:ient for that pttrpose, tire defence set y could flot prevail, and thre plain.
tifi's in the action were entitled te rerover.

Appeal dismisseti with cosîs.
Ii'wart, Q.C., for appeliant-'.
b*,): 4 zfitsei, Q.C., for responclents.

LI>ec. 2.4.
\VAI-KIR V'. l>I(ýKsONIl I.

The eq1 îuiaie doctrine of the riglit tri indeniiy of a venclor of land sold
SuW)ect t0 a miotrîgage applies wnly as against a purchaser in fact, atnd tlierefore
where, at the request of the actual purchias#s", tire land in question i'as coîîveyed
to his niotince by deed, absolute in forni, but for thre purpose of security ony
'Anls nominee %vas heli neot liable to indemrnify thre vendor,

1 t is not proper in tire action for foreclostire ta join as orig inal defendants
the mterniediate purchasers of tire equitv of redemption. ant 1 order each une to
pîay the moi îiage deht and tiietiemnifv, iis predlecessor in titie.

j uitgnient of thre Donîn>cslivision r'eversed.
.11ossV Q.12 andi (. le. Gaeii/f for the appellants.
fldié<C, andi tz~ror tire respondenit D ickson.
//?''5i0/Z for the pirintil.

i',kîiH.l< lv ovti lNî.i.\i

Ai ralrrù d wn <urir 'rùion~1nita îsîa
lion.

t ' nder a coîîîract wvitih a m titiici pafity for the laying (if iokpavesnents onj
ctflaen streets, with a provision that "the det'ision of the city engineer on ail
points r.oming withmn this contract andi specifications shafi ire final -id con-

* clîive, %wheilier as to tire interpretation of thre v'arious clauses, tire mensitre-
mientà, extra work, quantity, qtiality, ati ai other inatters andi thinjys'ýhich nia>

be in dispute, anti from his decision thei'e shkl!. be no tippeal." Thie c;ty
engineer is not diqunlifieti, in thre absence of fratîti or of lia failli, froni dlec dl.
ing whether certain wvork is or is tiot extra work, andi tins ai does flot fall
witin the plans anti specifications. 'lie possible bias of thre enginci iii favo'îrv

* of the plans andi speciflcations drawn hy hin is nlot sutijict te tiisqualify him
j udgigent of R(0).iF, J., affirmetl at other g rounds.
Oile'-, Q.C., andi.tfon for' tire appelIfnt%.

Qa'esv , Q., and Wzsaln, Q.L, for thre respondents.


