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ACTION. —o¢ ATTORNEY.

Aaznr.~8es PRINCIPAL AND AGENT.

AGREEMENT.—Ss¢ ContRACT; VEXDOR AND PUR-
CHASER, 3.

AxnviTy —Se¢ SECURITY.

ANSWER. — 8t s 11TY PLEADIXG AND PracTIOR.

APPOINTMENT.

Personnl property was settled, and 2 genernl
power of appointment given to a frme sole, and
in default of appointment upon trust for her
uere for life, and, nfter her decense witlout
baving exercised the power of appointment,
in trust for any future bushand surviving ber
for life, and after his decense in trust for her
children at such nges, on such duys, nnd in
such shares, as she by deed or will should
appoint, and in default of appointment upen
other trusts; there was a provision that if she
or any future husband should become pos-
8sessed of auy property, it should bo rettied on
eimilar trusts. She was nfterwnrds married,
and by a deod-poll appointed the trust property
to herself 2ud her husband absolutely, Held,
that the genersl power was not eut down by
the limited power, and that it could be pro-
petly exercized during coverture.— Wood v.
Wood, L. R. 10 Eq. 220,

ARBITRATION —S8es PARTNgRSUIP,
ASSIGNMENT. —Ses ATTORKNEY,
ATTORNEY.

Four pnrtuers pledged goods to the lefen-
dant as security for an advance. P., one of
the partners, gave N., another partoer, a
Power of attorney * for the nurposes of exer-
cising, for me, all or any of the powers and
privilezes conferred by n eertain indenture of
partnership conetituting the firm,” and gene-
raily to do all other acts as fully as P. himself.
A deed was made by the athey partners and by
N us attorney for P., dissolving the partner-
ship and teansferring P.s interest to the
others. who on the next dny sesigned all their
property to the plaintif for the benefit of
their creditors. The defendant refused to
deiiver the goods upon the tender of the
amount dus, but sold them; the plaintiff
brought trover, Held, that the power of
attorney did not authorize N, ta dissolve the
partuership and transfer Py .nterest, the
genernierms being restrained by the context ;

also, thet the plaintiff could not maintain
trover for o part of the goods. Harper vw.
v. Godsell, L. R. 6 @ B. 422

Basgurvrroy.

1. B.and 8, were partners, and had certain
bills of exchange ; 8., without the autbority
of B. and In fraud of the partoership, indorsed
and delivered the billa to the defendant in
satisfaction of & private debt of hiz own, the
defendant being awaroof the {raud. 8, having
becom? bankrupt, his assigneos and B brought
this action for conversion and for money re-
ceived to their use. Judgment having bezen
given for the plaintiffs, it was &eld, that the
action might be maintained upon the count for
money received, — (Exch, Ch.) JMleitbutt v,
Nevill, L. R, 5 C. P. 478; 8. ¢c. L. R. 4 C. P.
564; 4 Am. Luw Rev, 93.

2. H. being abeut to enter the servicc of A
gns company, Q. agreed with bim to indenmify
the compuny, and I, agreed that, if G, shon'd
receive notice of any default under the gunr-
antee, it ghould be lawful for G. to taks pos-
session of auy goods, &e, of H.; nndin case
G. should be called upon to mnke nny pay-
ment under the guarantee, it shou!d bo luwful
for G. to sell the goods, &e., at discretion.
The event provided for in the countract hap-
pened, and Q. took possession of the gooda of
H., who had in the mesnwhile eommitted an
aot of bankruptey, of whish G. had no uotice,
The 12 & 18 Vie. cap. 108, seo. 133, eunacts
that ¢ all contracts, dealings and transactions”
made with the bankrupt bond fide befure the
dute of the fia! or filing of & petition for adju-
dieation, shull be vali® notwithstanding sny
prior act of bankruptey committed wishout
potice to tie person dealing with the bank-
rapt, J7eld, that what was done was & ¢ trana-
action” protected by the stacute.—Kreh! v.
Great Central Gas Co., L. R. 5 Ex. 289,

See Fraypurent Coxvevance, 2.

Bt of Exouaxas.—See Baxxrreroy, 1.
Biurs axp Nores.

Acdon on o bill of exchange accepted by J.
and indorsed by the defendant. Plea, thut the
defendsot did not indorse. The plaintiff and
defendant were partners in a speculation ; the
defendant sold goods to J., whe guve him the
bill in payment; he indorsed it, handed it to
the plaintiff, and asked him to try to obtain
payment from J. Zeld, that to charge the
indorser there must be an intent to stand in
that relation, and that the above faots sup-
ported the plea denying the indorsement,—
Deaton v. Peters, L. R. 5 G B. 475, *

Boxb,—See Borrouny.



