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cise 0f its discretionary power, can order a new Fromn Chy.]
trial On that ground.

2(P-er STRONG, TASCHEREAU and GWvNNE, lforgzge
that no special damages having been ai-

egeol i the declaration, the evidence as to M., whoSPecial damages, which had been objected to,1

wafliadmissible and therefore a newv tril ackacre,
8hOUd b tril Iof $i,6oo anhOl e granted. to the $i,6cx

3. (P1er GWYNNE and TASCHEREAU, J J..) that' them-ortgag(
asStinilig the agreement between Snydcr and or purchase
PUbliSher to be one wi'thin the scope of the pur- Blackacre tc

Pssfor Nvhich the defendants were incorporated, the conveyï
ýtdo that SnyIdcr had sufficient authority to entercoeatf

t 011Ol behaif of the defendant Comnpany, the ing taken as
~ieCe eStablished that the defendants colleet- having beer

tithe nev forý
PaPer ews, &c., frthe proprietor of the flCWs- proceeded t

Isbis confidential agents and at bis ibecame the
thiest, arid that they %vere not responsible for' of1 rt! t
the Publication by the publisher of said news ý,ceedings to

f'wbicb tbe damnages Nvere awvarded. o .t a
- 1111y Q. C., and Rizby, Q. C., for ap- Igagce.

H-eZd, a ffi
'hoQ.C., for respondent. below (repoî

Apbeal allowed wvi/Ii cosis. not any pri
represen tati

-~ ~vitb M., the
Bethiuie,
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NORRJS V. MEADOWS.

'-Purczase of Part of inor/gaged
esýtale-Purchiaser.

Nvas the owvner of \Vhiteacre and
;u1ject respectively to incurnbrances
d $5oo, sold Whiteacre to C. subject

rnortgage, wvith covenants for titie,
debt in reality being tbe consideration

mi-oney therefor. M. afterwards sold
N., subject to the $5oo rnortgage;

ncc, however, contained absolute
)r titie, the payrnent of tbe $5oo be-
part of the consideration. Default
rnade in payrncnt. the rnortgagee

o a sale under the power, and N.
)urchaser of botb parcels wvith a view

g imself, and tiiereupon took pro-
compel MI. and the representatives
the amnount due on the $i,6oo mort-

rigthe iudgnient of the Court
rted in 28 Gr. 334), that there was
vity between the plaintiff and C.'s
ves, and that the dernand rem-ained
original vendor, against C.'s estate.

Q.C., and MelL eaui, for appellant.
Q.C., contra.

LMarch 24. 1From Q. 13.]
1

VID f- 1, 1- A N %1 RA ý

g1age-Eqit of rueu5inLd;ziy

I Oned lots I) and E, and mnortgagedi then.
te OIorgagee (J.) assigned the security and

21rd b liniought up the cquity of rcdernption.
wb"Iic subsequently purchased froni J. lot

fr he paid the full value and obtained

titi~ aý Yance c(>ftaining statutory covenants for
te a n Possession. J. subsequently sold lot E

toa /Zot'fde purcbaser wbo conveyed to the
dfn1n he baving notice of the mortgage:
lî'(armning the judgment of the Court

'I reP0fled in 28 Gr. 325), that the plaintiff

1 ettîed to be indemnified out of lot E to the
0 xen f the value thereof against the arnount

011ieth e Mlortgage.
,euj' 9--C., and F. Hodgiins, for the appeal

'ta"Id W. Roaf, contra.

[MNarch. 24.

BARBER V. MORTON.

I>;.ji>,zI an;d surc- Varviz co;,tract.

By agreement cntcred into between the plain-
tiff, the defendant, and one R., the defendant
undertook to guarantee the payment of wbatever
goods P>. sbould order of the plaintiff, and who
in conse(luence sent to P. a quantity of goods
ordered by P. in wvriting, and in addition con-
signed others not ordered, wvbich were invoiced
at prices bigher than were quoted by the plain-
tiff and'those at wbhich. 1. bad ordered some of
the goods. Without disclosing tbese facts to the
defendant, the plaintiff presented to the defend-
ant for 5ignature a bill of exchange upon P.,
which the defendant signed, thinking that it ivas
to cover' the price of the goods as ordered.

Hei, reversing the judgment of the Court
below, that, as ail that had been done by the
plaintiff had been done in the strictest good faith,
the defendant w~as hiable for the price of such of


