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The conclusions of this Court accord with those of the learned
Chancellor.
Appeal dismissed with costs.

MerepiTH, J.A., gave reasons in writing for the same con-
clusion.

Garrow and MaAcrareN, JJ.A., and Brirron, J., also con-
curred.

JUNE 30TH, 1910.
*DOMINION EXPRESS CO. v. MAUGHAN.

Partnership—Holding out—Estoppel—Representation of Autho-
rity—Publicity—Knowledge—Scope of Business.

Appeal by the defendant John Maughan from the order of a
Divisional Court; 20 O. L. R. 310, reversing the judgment of
Rippery, J., at the trial, whereby the action was dismissed a8
against the defendant John Maughan, and directing that judg-
ment be entered for the plaintiffs against that defendant, in an
action for $1,395.13, being the amount of certain money orders
alleged to have been drawn by John Maughan & Son, as agents
for the plaintiffs, and for indemnity in respect of another order
not accounted for. The defendant John Maughan denies any
agency either by him or his firm for the plaintiffs, and asserted
that the agency, if any, was the defendant Harry Maughan’s in-
dividually, and also denied that Harry Maughan was a member
of the firm of John Maughan & Son, and denied that Harry
Maughan had any right to sign the name of John Maughan &
Son. The Divisional Court considered that the defendant John
Maughan had so held out the defendant Harry Maughan as his
partner as to make the former liable to the plaintiffs.

The appeal was heard by Moss, C.J.0., GARROW, MACLAREN,
MerepiTH, JJ.A., and MIDpDLETON, J.

W. R. Smyth, K.C., and W. J. Boland, for the defendant.
Shirley Denison, for the plaintiffs.

MippLETON, J.:—The law governing this case, as presented by
the plaintiffs, is accurately stated by Lord Wensleydale in Dickin-

* This case will be reported in the Ontario Law Reports.




