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IDECISIONS IN COMMERCIAL LAW.

Powver of A//oncyj.-Liability of Pizcz/rl.

Tim, UNION BANK VS. BRYAN'r, Powis & BRYAN.-This
was au action brouglit to recover the amount of a bill of exchange
drawn by C. G. Davies, of Quebec, iu the ixame of Bryant, Pôwis
& Bryant, for £5,30O, on1 Bryant, Poivis & Bryant, London,
acceptance of which -%vas refused. The bill was drawn to the
order of the Union Bank, and given to thern by Davies to settie
their cla-ii on bis firrni,C. G.Davies &Co. C.a. Davies &Co. had
incurred the liabilities to, the bank on a bill of exchange, drawn on
Simpson &1ý MNasoxi, by one Wilson, to the order of C. G. Davies &
Co., and'discounted by the bauk, the proceeds being placed to the
credit of C. G. Davies & Co. Simpson & Mason refused accept-
ance, and the bll sued on wvas given by Davies to the bank to retire
saine. Bryant, Powis & Bryant aire a company carrying on the
trade aîîd business of -%wood and tini'er iniporters, brokers, deal-
,ers and inerchants at London, Quebec, Montreal, axîd elsewhere,
and had appointed Davies tlîeiragentand attornzey toact for tlîem
ini Canada, witlî power, aniongst other things, "«to draw and sigu
cheques on the bankers for the tinie being of the said company,
and to draw, accept and endorse bis of exchiange, proinissory notes,
'bis of Iadinig,,delivery orders, dock warrants, etc., which, shall
in the opinion of the said attorney, require the signature of endorse-
nient of the said conpalny.' Mr. Justice Andrewvs, iii giving
judginent at Quebec, remarked as follows :-" Davies grave to tue
plaintiffs the bill of exchiange sued on, witliout rcceiving in retur 1
for it anything whiatever. The plaintiffs did not even give hii
-in return the \Vilson bill on Simpson & Masoxi, Iu other -,vorid3s,
thie plaintiffs gave and the defendants received no value., e-.ther
personahly or througli Davices, for the bill sued on. Tfli trans-
action -%vas an endeavor, on the part of the plaintiffý, to obtain
froin the agent of the defeiîdants, without consideration to tin
their funds in paynient of a debt for wvhicli they were not liable,
and for whichi their agent wvas boiînd personally. Whule, there-
fore, granting the power lu Davies to bind the defendauts by afix.
ing thecir signature to bis of excliange, I arn of opinion that, in
tîxis case, the transaction -%vas one iliegal in itself aid on its face,
and wvhich the poivcr of attorney from the defendauts to Davies
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