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COURT OF APPEAL.

Osier, J.A,] HOLMES 71. BREAOY. [Feb. ic).
A4ei- - Tav.alion of cosis in C~ouri of Adoeal-Forti for a#eai /ro, tuaxa-

An appeai does flot lie ta the Court of Appeai or a Judge thereof, but to
the High Court or a Judge thereof, ta review the taxing- officers taxation of'
the costs of an appeai ta the Court of Appeal from a judgrnent of the Iiigh
Court.

»rher-e has been rn~ such change in the Act or Ruies as to make Iletrie v.
Guelp'h !.urnkr Cà., i o P. R. 6oo, inapplicable, and it is therefore to be foiiowed.

. A. Moss, for the plaintif., G. c;. Milis, for the c:efendant.

province of Ontario.

HIGI-!f COUJRT 0F JUSTICE.

Meredith, C.J., Rose, J., [Feb. 26.
MacM,%alon, J, MAEV. NAvRuAI. GAS AND OIL CO. OF ONTARIO.

Peip/ie,ç--Addition of--Rtîl 2o6 (2)-A mendnen-A /iernaffiie c1ai--Ru/e

The plaintif., having a riaini for arrears of salary and daniages for wvrong-
fui dismnissai, sue d the defendant conmpany therefor, aIie>ging an agreement
m~ade with the president and certain directors befoie the cornpany's incorpora-
tion, and a~ subsequent by-Iaw and resolution of the coînpany ratifying the
agreement. In cansequence of what was alieged in the mtatenent of defence,
and alter d'icovery liad, the plaintiff appii for leave ta arnend by adding
another company and the president of the defendant company as defendants,
fearing that he niight flot recover against the defendant conlpany, because
although they got the benefit of his services, it niht appear that bis cantract
was flot with therni, but with the other conmpany, or that, froni want of authorit)y
of those who assumed to act on behaif of one or other of the companies, bis
contrart was in law with the presider't personally, or the president wvas liable
ta hirn in damiages as upon a warratt of authority.

I4el, tk1at the plaintiff 'as entitled by virtue of Rule 192, ta have the
question as ta which one of the tlhree parties was responsible ta him, decided
in anc actior; and, aithough he liad ornitted ta join two of theni originally,
an oider shou!d be made, under Rule 2o6 (2), adding these two as defendants
at this stage of the proceedings, Rosi,, J., dissenting. Benneils v. Md/lwraiiil,
11896) 2 Q-.B. 464, foiiowved.

A>'/esrwarth, QGC., for plaintiff. W R. Rtitide/I and A. 1). Crooks, for
defendants and proposed parties.
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