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frein contesting his liability te pay certain charges in the bill,
although such charges may properly, bc chargeable by the solicitor
as against his client,

LELASIE-SUIt~DRitSR BY OP'ktATIO0w OF LAW- TrITL 'DSi, CVSoTMY or,

In Knig/d v. Wila:(i901) i Ch. 256, Cozens-Hardy, .
alse decided that upon the surrender of a lease by the acceptance
of a newv lease for a longer terni to the sanie lessee, the lessee is
cntitled te retain the original lease, becausv the acceptance of a
new tertn is only an implied surrender of the original lease, pro-
vided the new lease is geod, and if it is not, the oic! lease remains in
force, and therefore the lessec, notwithstanding the grant of the ne %
lease, retained an interest in the lease surrendered.

PRINCIPAL AND tASgNT-NWER OF ATTORN~EYg - CONSTRt:ÇTION - EJUSu)E.
<;.ENRkI%-MO4P- HiNil AND R5EtVPT).

Injfii<br v. Ma'frris (1901> i Ch. 26r, the plaintiff sought an
injunction te restrain the negotiation of certain bis of' cxchange
given by his attorney in alleged excess of his authority, and the
defenclants counterclaimied te recover the amount fromn the plain-
tiff for motiey hait and reccived b>' hlmi to the defendants' use.
The plaintiff's case depended on the construction of' a power of
attorney %vhich he had given te one Ledlie Jacoùs, and which
cînpoivere1 hirm te bu), goods in connection %vith the plainitiff's
business for cash or credit and "where necessary in connection with
any purchasc made on a»' bchalf as aforesaid or in connection
%vith mny said business " to make, draw, sign, accept or indorse an>,
buis of excliange, etc., wvhich should bc recjuisite in the premnises,
and to sign the plaintiff's or his tratd'-îg naine te cheques on his
batikiag account. Lesite Jacob purporting te act under the power
which he produced te the defendants, but which they did not re;îd,
borrowed £.,c o from the defendants ostensibly for the gencral
purpeses of' the plaintiff's business, and accepted bil lu the plain-
tiff"s naie for that amount. The £4,Des was paid inte an account
opened in the plainifl"'s trading riare of Iljazobs, Hart & Coe."
and drawn out again by Lesio Jacobs without the plaintiff's know-
ledge. Farwell, J., held that the borrowing of rnoney was not
authorised by the power, and that the plaintifi' was not lhable fur
the money as money had and reccived to the defendants' use.
because ho did naot know, and had no means of Lmawing, that it
Ilhid been paid into hie, account until atter it was drawvn eut.
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