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llcrns h ha 't hen oniy o11e in ex4ueat the date

Il t w a pi,~ ;11 Ille trial Ill it n et oru the trne
f, r înufiaý turc( wý îllîîn t%ý , >es fuithe date of the

; u. ý - 1,\1  i( (c I c. 3.' tl lf lit J atlf Act, R. S. C.
h.6Elui ec bt îid ilor. had ;1d1 a ,tIIgO hoon taken

(4 tie conditions ý Ii hih imny 1w siibsttiutcd mialer sec. 44
of tat A( t. Tue ll pa!ten1t \\ as, thiereforu \oid at t1u end of

Itwo Uears f1,orn IIý date. It hiad Iole') exisenc wheltn
the pr~pec1 ý w'a put forth by the dieendanteorpa on

thle lst, of April. 1910, and the reeecsin the prospectus
andi theageere therein refcrring to the patent as an

iexi-tIlxg 1ne11U fatlse and rniislcading.
Viiur Ilt (Ontarjo Companies Act (1907), 7 Edw. VIL.,

ch. 3m, se.9,sl e.2; "ail purcha.qes, subseriptions
or othior acustons o4 ares ... shall be deenîed

-a' ;gainst the cotpn b h h induced bv such
propecusamianyternsproviso, or condition oà such

pr-ospectus! Io the contraryN shIah be void."
An axenldrnent wýas miade( bi the original staternwnt of
daimperritt Illte plaintif! to set up inisrepresentations

1 arn of opinion that the iniareprelsentation as to the
existfence of the patent was a material one and that under
the ecio of the Coympanies Act referred to, the contract
o! sale( for the flrst block of sbares ils void.

I arn alsoý of opinion that the defendant Weaver Îid
falely' and frauduflently represent to the plaitifif ini con-

ptinwith, the sale of the seco(ndl block o! mA Flhares of
Hlie capital stock that the buisiness o!f the cornpan- \vai se
great as hib ronder it necessary to orert a second factory. 1
findl that thiis was a material mýisi(rorontation rina by
then genlt o! the cornpany hi the plaintif! on whc e
relied and by which ho was rniled ani inducedo to) pur-

e-haso, the stock: Lloyd v. Grar fSmt Co., [113]-1 A. C.
71.The sale of the second hlocý o!f stock --ut also he set

I have corne te this cncluision on tlle ovidlence of thle
plaintif! and Weaver aJone, g-ivingl credence to the t~i
rnlonv of the plaintif! as again>st that o!f Weaver. T I have
not teninto iconsideration the evidence of otherwtnse
callel Iby the plaintif! to show that Weaver hadl made
sirnilar rfpresýentations to tbose porsonz whien indueing thern
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