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15 of its discretionary power, can order a new | From Chy.] [March 24

A on that ground.
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Per STRONG, TASCHEREAU and GWYNNE,
ﬂ_‘at no special damages having been al-
In the declaration, the evidence as to
}damages, which had been objected to,
sho "Madmissible, and therefore a new trial
be granted.

s:“l(?er GwyNNE and TASCHEREAU, | ]..) thats
Pllb]li:}l,ng the agrcement between Snyder and
€r to be one within the scope of the pur-

S€s for which the defendants were incorporated,
intq ti?at Snyder had sufficient authority to enter
®ide on behalf of the defendant Company, the
fice established that the defendants collect-

€ news, &c., for the proprietor of the news- |

re‘l:ers;ls his confidential agents and at his
e fmd'thut they were not responsible for

for p'{bhcanon by the publisher of said news
Which the damages were awarded.

nts,

7
lzo’”ﬁé‘oﬂ, Q.C., for respondent.
Appeal allowed with costs.
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PircE v. CANAVAN.
o"lgage‘ Eous _, . .
cquity of redemption—Indenmnity.

The °Wned lots D and E, and mortgaged them.
afterwzr“’“gagee (J.) assigned the security and

e pl 'ds. bought up the equity of redemption.
D, for Antiff subsequently purchased from J. lot
ag, Which he paid the full value and obtained
title “Yance containing statutory covenants for
to 0 Possession.  J. subsequently sold lot E
defen d:a Jide purchaser who conveyed to the

Nt he having notice of the mortgage :

elqd .
b“ow ’r(afﬁrmmg the judgment of the Court
Yag e:ltiemrted in 28 Gr. 325), that the plaintiff
fuy t Ued to be indemnified out of lot E to the

Xtey .
dug o "tof the value thercof against the amount

on
0 € mortgage,
5ley.

E’wa;;Q‘C‘) and F. Hodgins, for the appeal
and . Roaf, contra.

NORRIS V. MEADOWS.

Mortgage—Purchase of part of morigaged

estate—Purchaser.

M., who was the owner of Whiteacre and
Blackacre, subject respectively to incumbrances
of $1,600 and $500, sold Whiteacre to C. subject
to the $1,600 mortgage, with covenants for title,
themortgagedebtinreality hcing the consideration
or purchase money therefor. M. afterwards sold
Blackacre to N., subject to the $500 mortgage;
the conveyance, however, contained absolute
covenants for title, the payment of the $500 be-
ing taken as part of the consideration. Default
having been made in payment, the mortgagee
proceceded to a sale under the power, and N.
became the purchaser of both parcels with a view
of protecting himself, and thereupon took pro-

i ceedings to compel M. and the representatives

Mo “of C. to pay the amount due on the $1,600 mort-
De“ac('a"”l}/, Q. C,, and Rigby, Q. C., for ap-:

gage.

Held, affirming the judgment of the Court
below (reported in 28 Gr. 334), that there was
not any privity between the plaintiff and C.’s
representatives, and that the demand remained
with M., the original vendor, against C.’s estate.

Bethune, Q.C., and McLean, for appellant.

/<. Blake, Q.C., contra.
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Principal and surcty— Varying contract.

By agreement entered into between the plain-
tiff, the defendant, and one P., the defendant
undertook to guarantee the payment of whatever
goods P. should order of the plaintiff, and who
in consequence sent to P.a quantity of goods
ordered by P. in writing, and in addition con-
signed others not ordered, which were invoiced
at prices higher than were quoted by the plain-
tiff and " those at which P. had ordered some of
the goods. Without disclosing these facts to the
defendant, the plaintiff presented to the defend-
ant for signature a bill of exchange upon P.,
which the defendant signed, thinking that it was
to cover the price of the goods as ordered.

Held, reversing the judgment of the Court
below, that, as all that had been done by the
plaintiff had been done in the strictest good faith,
the defendant was liable for the price of such of



