
TH1E ONTARIO WEEKLY NOTES.

to the testimnony adduced by the appellant, and as found by the
trial Judge, the respondent agreed that, if the appeilaxit would
take stock in thie new company for the $1,500, he would, in the
evenit of Mie appellant's hus.band ceasing to be general manager,
take tI1w stock off lier hiancs and pay hier the $1,500. The husband
%vu. eiploy' ed, but a. disjnissed, and this action was brought.

The trial ,Judge found the facts in favour of the appellant,
and properly' so uponi the evidence, but disinissed the action, on
Ahe groulnd thai the paroi agremient could not be enforced

ecueof the provisions, of the S,,tatute of Frauds. But it wasî
tclearlY flot neces;.sarY that the agreement should be evidenced by
a wiriltig signed b)y thle respond(enit; and the judgment szhoull,
theirefore, on the findings of fact, have beeîi entered for thie

It wscontlended that there 'vas no considleration for the
promise of the reýsponident, if he mnade it; but the husband was
actinig for his wIfe ini the transaction', and she 'vas bound by the
obligaLinn that, the arrangement imposed upon her-to take
$1.1Ï0 worth of the stock and to give it up to the respondent
u1pon) receiving the $11500 in the event of her husband being
dise-harged-and that was a consideration sufficient to support
the responidentý's promise.

The appeal ,,,Ioul1d be allowed with costs, and j udgment
should Le vintereil for thle appellant for the recovery of $1500,
wit h interest! at 5 per cent. from the date of the appellant's
hiusband leaving the employrnent of the company, and with
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(k'p«nySIl re&--cs-A ppic4'iion for Tran8fer on Book-C,-om-
panxlics Act, 1Uý".O. 194ch. 178, sec. 11?1 Iuel, as te ighl

-Irrguiaityor llegaliti, in Isuc of Shares---Fail lre Io
1'rove--S1n1usý ofApicn-lod of (7ertîficatesý-8ec. '54
of Ac- RcuaI l esi of hreEvdn-Rfalof
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Appe-al 1) thvei plantiffs fromi the juidgnieni of LENNOX, J.,
Il .W.N. :357, fadging iii favour of ,t, dufendanis anissu

d1Irq!vted ýi) be t riv4, anid refiising to require tle defen1dant crn-


