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creditors, that no evidence was offered on the pending charge, which was con-
sequently dismissed ; and that the notes oued upon, having been given uprn
the illegal agreemnt thus, entered into, could flot be enforced. Rawlisg: v.
Coal Comnsurr Association, 43 LJ. M. C. i i ; ,indhil Local Boaerd oj
Health v. Vint, 45 Ch, D. 35 1, and Jones v. Meeim'I/gshire Permatjent lkns/It
Baildinf Sociey (189x) 2 Ch. 587, followed.

geld, also, that as part of the consideration for the agreement was illegal,
the whole was bad. Leund v. Gi'nzuade, 39 Ch. 1). at P. 613, referred to.

'<rge Ker, for plaintiff. .1. E. O'Méara, for defendant Patterson.
Wyld, for defendants Altha Ann Brown and J. W. Baker. Fné>d, for defend-
ant, W. E. Brown.

Rose, J., NiacMal.ion, J.] D,%NIELS V. DAN!ELS. [June 29.

Challei miwtgAgt' - Riette"wal sta/etent-A ss:gniment betwrven mnaZing isdjfling
-R.S.O., C. ir48, s.r8
A chattel mortgage does flot cease to be valid as against creditors, etc., if

otherwise regularly renewed, because a renewal statement, made and v'erified
b)y the anortgagee before av assigriment by him of the rnortgage, is not flled
until a(ter such assigniment.

r . IiicZnell and A. fickuel, for plaintif., Br.-wster, for defendb 'lt William
l)aniels. 2S. C. Smtoke, for defendant Stockton.

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.

Rose J-].,wK v. OINEii,.. [June Kf.
jury notice--SÇtp-iking on-Covnec-ut nChamber-ludget/ tial

0 A jury notice should not be struck out by a Judge in Chambers, tuponi a
r motion made before the trial, simply upon the grnun, that the action can be

More conveniently tried without a jury ; that is a Inatter which should be left
ci for the consideration of the Judge presiding wlien the action cornes on for trial.

W. t "'i<h', for plaintiff. W flavidson, for defendant.

itMeredith, C.J., Rose, J. Ai.i.Îý.N v. ON»r,%uio ANI> RAINV 7

e lNeNahlon, J. RtnF R.W. Co., n 7
a Conq4erny-C'oiract made~ by deetr toiain-nomt .Sae if

tindertcakingC --- /'ur. hee imaney-Lquzible charge tq4osi.

Tlze plaintiff was emiployed b>' une .)f the provisional directors of il e
defendant rdlway company to do certain work on behalf of the '«ollpaiy in
adv'ertising and proinotingitsh undertaking. The evidence establishcd that
this dirertor was intrusted b>' the compan>' with the performance of the lctriout
duties iiecessary for the purpose of pronioting and furthering the undert;lkiný.

e ~and that he did this, fronm timie to time, without any qpeciflc instrucitns front
hi$ co.directors at formai meetings of tiie urd, everythinh% being done in tht-

r ninst informnai Ianner ; but th.mt they were fully cognizant of what he d;d, an<t


