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has been made, the company in liquidation retains its corporate
powers, including the power to sue, although such powcrs inust be

ij~ ~ exercised through the liquidators under the authority of the court,
and that suits b-ought b>' the liquidator should be brought "i the
name of the company, or in bis owvn name, according to the
nature of the action. Where hie acts as representative of
contributors or creditors, hie should sue in bis oNvni narie:
ai.d where iie is seeking to recover the debts or propertv of the
companyv, hie sbould sue in the compati% s niame. In this cas;e the

t liquidators hiad sued in their own name to recover a debi <hie bN-
j.the compan\. No objection wvas taken by the plteadingÏ* tu> thle
j constitution of the action, and it wvas flot till P'fter the tri;ý' tlîat the
:1objection wvas raîssed, when the Court below gave eticLi to the

objection, and dismissed the action. l'le Judicial u:mte
however, though conceding the action %vas improperly cn~ttd

'ti neertheless, hel *the dcfect tc, bc a mere matter of procedurc
and therefore amendable, and the ippeal %vas allowed, qnd c<eto

~~ , ~ aînend given, and the action rernittcd tu the Courtbe .

EXEOUTION SEIZURE OF- (.0015 NOT Til-- PROPER-I O F IIIF I

tDEHTOR NO CLAIM MIADE 13% -~SxSA1ý.- Ti ri-E 0F MI K( ilIF k NF

Crane v. C,-înerod (1903,ý 2 K.B. 3-7, altbough a decCisi *i under
Ithe ELngI-isi ('ounity Courts~ Act is nlc\erth)eless one, we a>pîchînid,
't that applies to all sales under execution. i..nter ;an em-cuti'1

issued froîn the County Court the bailiff seized and ,)!l p!1 perty
I ihizh wàas not the propertv of the <lebtor, no claim %vas jiei biv

the truc~ oivners, wvho %vere unaivare of the scizire. The trile
oWners brought the present action to recover the frlit rom

the purchaser at the bailiff's sale, and it xças bield huti In' die
Counity Court, ar'd the Divisional Court (LIord Alverst)iic, C J.. aid
Wills and Channcll, J.J.) that the piaintiffs were entitled to >11CM

t ~RAILWAY- PASSES'GER-PASSEScER C0.sTNI*ING ON TRAIN AFTFR U.'I( P

TICKET AT STATION FOR WV11CII IT WVAS AVAILARBLE -QVAN itb %Wit IR 1.

ln sindon & Norfiz Westi- /%'Ai'. Co. v. IizrbcItfe (ioo l 2 KB.
32, the plaintiff company sucd for a rail\% a> fate under Ille 1fullow-
ing circurnstances : Thie cfcndant purchased a tickct from
Huddersfield to Staleybrid-e. The faire for that journey \\as is.

6d. lie gavc up bis ticket on zirri\îil- at Staleybridgc. but


