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1 ciau find îîotliingy ini tle ingcîîious argumient of Mr.
I>livlanl that Icds o to hink tliai the judgmient is wrong.

1Th19 oîuiy 11uw, h rea>oju for w luli îs not clear, is tlbat
ecilding frorn the cost ilue exeess of additions over with-

raa.But wlîatue er -standuard of eost is adopied ii
rt.>ul t will br the sainec, and~ 1 wouhl rejeet as unsým[1îd t lic
airguirnîit thiat if the additions are to be takoii ai autual

uolt h o)missin or dimuinut ions mnust therefore bw -atcd,
ai an aîiicuii al stanidard before lîeiug dcediii,. The only
riautun for alilo%%-ing the $8 16.05 in addition to thuc $41 ,374.7.4

( kigup tlie item of $12'1 90.79) is ilat it is work
veuaî donc and therefore îneluded in Uic total of

()n ili refurrie. tlie Masturr, ini addition ho determiuîing
ithu a(tmal co4 ofi tlbu itînîs $2,)2,1 3.36) and $1 0,62M.0 as

i revt ) Ihu t li-cgieu,~uol ertain tlîc auiomi of the
appvlan's age aud add it te, the eost as pcr tlicv ntat

W uti tlîis -tiglu i \arîii in, tlue judgraient sliculd 1we atlirnucd-ý
withi'ots.Th, fuuruual judgînieît doi-~ not t-onItaiui tlîc,

ilirvviouri tiai luefor the refercuwce1 is îoedod witli vcdi
Jrartyý 1ý 1(r 11a111a191 i i11 lî is wîllîig trl i\q gnc ' or reec1v. That

iduould1 lh, eno in thi e l order on tisape

lox\ >11, WN1. M FaFUITII, 110N, lo. MI.LJ'rii
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Ijqkrptî,and I,1uuc'tM mrtof (1ooda.q 14Aig7nor it 1#4
Slrni <Niý ri tonijie x - lick of h' r , edqr of In ri "i ' f bj

As ei * dqnr V nt o11ri o rf
T rq n, q i,, fi1ph cd

FÂîNuuuî~w ('K... u;O.W. n.* 7q: O O W. N. 1(W.
held, ia rin aigmnîhv a flrm iii iiiolvent circuuunsutane tif
,-riiri iz-dsu uý ii fir"î mlijeh diti not kniow nf sli-Il in -110 1ev, 11)
rottirra for ai umo.'y v 1n,'e. withouuî any fruienilit ,r peeeua
lntent._ Wa, %sull.

Si-P. ('-r. ONT. (1ut App. Div.) affirmedët above uudgunt.

A\ppemul hY plaintifr froni a juidgment of HTON. Smî 0#i.S'-
iToLMý\E FÀcxnnE ... ,pronoiniced 16th Mareii.

1914;. after thef trial of the action hefore his TýLshipt gittinu

LANGLE'l' v. SIIIONS FRUIT Co.


