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«d.” 1 am “ invited to re-introduce a relic of barbar-
ity :” per Cockburn, C.J., in South of Ireland Col-
Waddell, L. R. 4. C. P. at p. 618.
ence to Thompson v. Brantford Electric Co., 25
345.)
contract is not executory, but partly executed.
‘have supplied patterns and core boxes, and the
jon need not be commensurate with the obliga-
‘Westlake v. Adams, 5 C. B. N. 8. 248, 265.
e there is no authority by resolution or by-law, there
ity derived from the practice of defendants’ busi-
id subsequent correspondence recognizing this as a
contract. See also Albert Cheese Co. v. Leeming,
272.
further objected that plaintiffs are an extra pro-
| jon carrying on business without a license,
ry to the provisions of 63 Vict. ch. 24 (0.) I do
k that they are carrying on business within the
- of the proviso to sec. 6 of the Act, but if they were,
d think this objection ought to have been pleaded.
o to sec. 14 contemplates the further maintenance
on brought before the granting or restoration of
», and so, if defendants were allowed to amend by
 this objection, the judgment, if in other respects
intiffs’ favour, ought to be retained until plaintiffs
1 have an opportunity of applying for their license,
werefore overrule this objection. '
~will be judgment for plaintiffs, with costs, on the
red on the record:; with a reference as to damages
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and Agent—Agent’s Commission on Sale of Goods—
for Paymeni—Rate of Commission—Contract—Cor-
we—Payment for Samples Qont to Agend.

by defendants from judgment of BritToN. J..
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