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RULES OF COURT,

Cons. Rule 1130.]—See MuN1-
CIPAL CORPORATIONS, 5,

Cons, Rule 796.]—See RAIL-
WAYS, 2, *

Cons. Rule 1074.)—See Rep-
LEVIN.

SALE OF GOODS,

1. Engine — Warranty for
Retwrn of Article.]—Wherein a
contract for the sale of a gaso-
line engine and tank there was

*'a warranty that if the engine
would not - work well, notice
thereof was to be given to the
defendants, -stating, wherein (it
failed, and giving a reasonable
time to get to it and remedy
the defect, and if such defect
could not be remedied, the en-
gine was to be returned to the
defendant and s new' engine
given in its place :—

Held, that the plaintiff's rem-
edy under such warranty was
for ' the return of the engine
and its replacement by another
engine, and not for damages for

of warranty.  Hamilton

v, Northey Manufacturing Co.,|"

468,
2, Speeific Avticle~ Warvan-

i

DIGEST OF OASES.

156
must be' taken to cover, as it
purported to do, the whole con-
tract between the parties, and
parol evidence i not admissible
to shew a warranty made ‘prior
to the entering into of ‘the con-
tract which is ‘inconsistent with
the written warranty, asit would
be allowing the admission of pa-
rol evidence to control, vary, add
to or subtract from the written
contract; and statements glleged
to have been made by the ven-
dors, and acted on by the pur-
chaser, to the effect that the
engine would pump suffigient
water for a certain number of
horses and ecattle were not such
a8 to constitute a separate and
independent . collateral 00-
ment, and admissible in etidence
as such.  Northey Mamufactur-
ing Co. v. Sanders, 475,

8. Sale of Qoods—R.S.0. ch.
160—Factors Aot —“Agent”—
“Entrusted” — Inmocent Pur-
chaser.}—The word “agent” re-
ferred to in RS.0. (1897) ch,
150, “An Act n ing eon= e
tracts in relation’ to goods en- -
trusted to sgerits” means one
entrusted pos--




