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price, ini which there wus no mention of the
warranty.

lleld, that paroi evidence of the warranty
wau admissible, s it appeared that the re-
ceipt note wue not intended to, be the evi-
dence of the whole contract.

HTeld, also, that it wue not necessary to
prove that the salesman had authority to
give the warranty.

Ros-e for the appellant.
Delamere for the respondent..

Armour, J.] [Sept. 20.
CORPOIRATIO.N 0F COUNTY oy HASTINCGS v.

ReqWerar'8fees-R. . O. c. ] il.

This action was brouglit by the plaintifs,
to recover from the defendant the registrar
of the County of Hastings, the excess
of fees mentioned in sections 99, 100, 102,
103 of the R. S. 0. ch. 111.

The defendant demurred to the declara-
tion on the ground that the sections above
mentionedl were idtra virru of the Local
Legislature, aa it imposed an indirect tai,'
anid not a tax for raisig a revenue for pro-
vincial purposes.

Heki, afflrming the judgment of ARMOuR,
J., that, if a tax at ail, it wae clearly'a direct
tax, and within the legialative jurisdiction
of the Province.

Held, also, that havitigreceived the nioney
in question under the above Act, the de-
fendant couid not deny that he received it
for the purposes therein indicated.

Bethune, Q. C., for the appeUlant.
McMichael, Q.C., for the respondent.

Appeal dismissed.

Proudfoot, V. C.]
WILASv. CORLEY.

[Sept. 25.

Commission agent.

Reld, reveruiug ithe decree of PROUDIrOOT,

V. C., that the evidence clearly ëfstablished,
that plaintiff wue acting s a commission
agent, ini the purchase of the coru in ques-
tion, and that the defendant was not there-
f ore justified in refusing to accept it, because
it was not in prime order on its arrivai, s it
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appeared that it wus purchased and shipped
li good order.

C. Mou,, for the appelisEit.
Camsls, for the reispondent.

Appeal allowed.

C. . Wellington.]

JENKxs V. DORÂN.

Sept. 25.

Promi&soryj note-Iad orsement bypayee of ai
insolveny-Right of innocent indOr8ee, t*
recover.

lIeld, reversing the decision of the Connty
Court, that the plaintiff wau not enabled toý
recover on a promissory note which had
been indorsed to hlm by the payee for conai-
deration, and bonajid, after the payee had
been in insolvency, and the titie to, the note-
had paaeed to, hie assignee.

Ferguson, Q.C0., for the appeliant.
Dutnbar for the respondent.

Appeal clowed.

Spragge, C.] [Sept. 25.
GREET V. ROYAL INSrJRÂNCZ CO.--GaSEr

V. CITIZENS'lJNSURÂ&NCE CO.

Pire in*urcice-On&Lnion to diao threata-
Prior iiuw~anme

In snswer to the question put by one Comn-
pany in an application for insurance on a
miii, " IHave you any reason to belie ve that,
your property is in danger from incendiar-
e? " aud by another company, "lHave

you auy teason to suppose, &c. Il' the owuer,
B., answered eaoh in the negative.

The miii had been'buxnt some months
previously and the origin of the fire Wua un-
known. Threats had beôn miade to, B. by
one R. , an intemnperate mani, who wusa s-
eustomed to indulge xi threats to which no.
one paid much or any attention. An san-
nonymous letter had also been received,
threateningincondisrisim. Persons supposed
to be tramps had been seen about the miii,
sud B. had warned the watchman to be care-
fui, and told hlm that he had received an
anonymouis letter.

lfeld, reversing the deoree of 13]RAÂOUP, C.,
that the answers were such a misrprmeeta-
tion s avoided the policy.
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