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~FEGU8NJ.A., read a judgnient lu which het sa4d
biriefly- statinig the facts, that thie appellants conflned their a,
to the contention that the contract made hy a com11pany in e
Of buiesCarried on by it, contrary to sec. 7 of the Extra
vinicial ( orporationis Act, %%a"; void, and thiat a license sublequ
obtailled hadq( oly the effect of roemoving the dlisabilityv to prus
ail action, .1n1 flot the effect of validating thet contract1.

Thie repnet'contention was, thiat thlt statute w
renestatuite, and, i:ead in the liglit of the ob)jee(t tu lx, atta

should lie conlstrued as not affecting the vahLity of the conl
but ats affecting onily the righit to, enforce the c-ontrart.

Man 'y cases were cited; but, ini the opinion of thelc '
Justice of Appeal, the recent decision of thet Supremne C'ou
Canada iu 11onsberger v. Wey' bujrn Town-site Co. (1914)), 59
$S.C.R. 281, rendered it unnecessatry to consider the argume:
counsel or the authoritirs cited; for the question iiuvolvedl iu
appeal waý,s involved in and nieeessary to the decision of that
and wras decided adversel]y Wo theý contention of the appéllan
this case.

The appeal should be dismissed.

M,CîL.Ruw aind IMAGE, JJ.A., agred ýwith FEROUctSON, J

MERaIirm, (',J.O., read a short iugm nl which lie
that lie agreed that tins Court was bound by the decialon «l
Supreme Court of Canada in the Weyburn case Wo hold thal
contract on which the resapondents sued w"s not void, and
having obtained a license after action brought, they irere ent
Wo maintain their action. But for that decision, the learned (
Justice would have doubted the validity of a contraet eni
into in direct violation of the 8tatute.

Appeal dismissed th coý
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*RUSSELL MOTOR CA~R CO. UIMITED v.
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Railway--Carriage of (Joods--Shipment in CrDfcec
Quantiii, Found in Car ai End of Trani-Evýi4.e.e-Cq
Deprived by Consignee of P 'e8in, Dominion, and4C
-Termination of Relaiionahip of Raiior and BaM--r
or Warehou8emen.


