
- 8 —
The Directors promised the Plaintiff that

the claim would be duly considered, and
this ended the inteI•^'ie\v, but this they did

not do, hence the I' iaintitt' addressed tiie se-

cretary another, and a rinal letter.

Montreal, Nov. 18. 1874.

Arthur Ga~non. Esq

,

Secretiiry,
lloyul Canadian Ins. Co.

Dear Sir,
'* I herewith request that the commission due mc

upon certain Stock cecured to your Coiupiiii.\

through the mnaUiunation of the Nova Scotia AIu-
tuii I Insurance Coinpniiy ot'Hnlifiix, be pliiced to my
credit in paying up in full, siocif in jour Coinp:iii.>

subscribed by me in the summer of 1873. The
balance I will accept in cush.

Very truly,

^Signed,) S. PEDLAR.
Not r(C3iving any reph' to this commu-

nication, and learning that anytiung bni

harmony prevailed at board meetings, ii<

at once instructed his legal adviserj^,

Messrs. Abbott, Tait, . W'otlierspoon and
Abbott, to commence proceedings against

the Company
T. lAL 2Gth NOVEMBKR, 1875.

The case came to trial before Mr. Justice

McKay, and a special Jury in tiie Superioi

Court," the 2Gtli of November, 187o TIk
Jury was exceptionally the most intiuential

and intelligent that had tried a case for ii

number of years. The following are the

names of tlie Jury:

—

Edward Murphy,
(of Frutliiiigham & Workman,)

Robert Kerr,

(t'ommission Merchant,)
Robert Mitchell,

(of U Mitchell & Son.)
Duncan Hell,

(C(jmmission Merchant,)
Robert J. lirowii,

(of iirown & Claggett,)

James Mills,

(ot Mills & Hutchison,)
John McLea,

(of J. & R. McLea,)
David Grant,

(Ghissware and Crockery,)
William Muir,

(of Muir & Ewan,)
Herbert F. t'ounes,

((irain Merchant,)
Edmund H. liottereii,

(of John Henderson & Co.,)

Edward Cope and,)
(of Cuijelaiul k McLaren.)

The Trial occupied the whole of two days,

and resulted in tne follow n<:

VERniCT roK Plaintiff.

Ist. Did the Company, defendant, employ the
pl'iiiiliff. in July, ciirhfeen liundred mid seventy-
throe, to ubtuiu sub;icrii)tiou3 to its uapiial stucl; 7

A. Yen.

2nd. Did not the snid Compnny ncting in the pre-
mi>es by the lioiiornblc .John Vountr, ;>gree to piiv
(lie pliiintitf one percent. u|inii all of itn Htock which
lie sliould get lukea up or liubscribed for ?

A Vos.
;ird. Did the plaintiff enter into negociafions with

the Nova .""Cotia iVlutual Insurance Company, in
irderto effect iin amnlgiiiniition of the Company de-
I'endant, with that Comp.iny, m d whs a plan of
tnalgaiiiatioii between these Companies nrrmired
md almost completed, pr.ncipuily through pluiu-
titf 's exertions V

A. Yes.
Ith. Did the said plaintiff receive any and what

isi'istaiice from the Honorable .John Young. Alfred
I'err.v. and Mr. Duffus mentioned in the pleadings
III tnis cause ?

A. Yes ; .such assistance »s principals are suppo-
sed to render an agent in carrying out such a truns-
iction.

5tli. Were snid negociations drojiped and nt an
end in December, one thousand eight hundred and
-eveiity-tlirce ?

A. Were dropped for the time being, but the
Honorable .John Youi g continued urging the matter
upon Mr. Dutfus' attention.

lith. I>id the said Uoinp my, deCsndant, pay to the
lilaintitfon the seco d of December, eighteen hun-
Ired and seventy- three, the snai of two hundred
dollar.'' mentioned in the receipt fyled in this c:iuse
oy defendant, as Exhibit niiinber One, for the
causes and reasons in said receipt stated, and is

said receipt sigiifd by plaintifl'?

A. Yes, and signed the receipt under the reser-
vation i»roduced in evidence.

'ith Was the receipt produced by the Company,
defendant, given on the talse representations
of the s.'iid Company, defendant, that no amalgama-
tion would be etfected between that Company and
the said Nova .Scotia Mutu il Iiisur.ince Company ?
A. The receipt was given under the impression at

the time held b.\ both parties that no amalgamation
would take place.

Htli. Was any ai'd what kind of nmalgamition
formed between the said Cuinp'iny, delenda t, and
the Nova Scotia Mutual Fire IiiSurance ( ompuny,
and when was .-iich am ilgimatioii etlfcteil. and on
what precise b;isis and terms ; and by whom was
such amaiffamation etfected, and did tli<- said jilnin-

titl' take any and what part in effecting the snmc ?

A. There was iimalKamation on the basis and
terms contained in the indenture dated Juno ;'2nd,

1ST4. marked "h" in tlie exhibit thereof, the plain-
tiff t iking no pirt in it, except us it was the result
of previous negociations.

iith. iJy what e.*tent w^is the capital stock of the
C< mpany, defendant, increased by reason of the
said amalgainitioii ?

A. Inere.ised by >W>',4n\
V th. Was the s lid am ilgnmntion in any way due

to the coi eeptioii, labor, cvertions or negociations
of the idaiiiiiff, and if so, what would be a fair re-
muneration tor such labor, exertion and uegocia-
tion ')

A. 'i'es. entitled to one per cent, upon the $38i\-
4011. as per afrrcenu'iit, less ,>i!' i' paid by tliein.

All the above answers unanimous, except the
last ; one dissenting.

The bu.*ii:ess community prett}' gene-

rally approved of the verdict, while the facts

iironght out in the trial placed the » om-
pany m an unfavourable light. Many ex-

pressed surprise at the t ompa y going
into court with a case so inanife tly in lavor

ot the Plaiiititf.

Notwith-'tanding this verdict, the Com-
pany curried the < ase to the " Cav t of Re-
view" which result'd in another trial bein^
orlered,oii the ground of some technical

delect of tlie jury trial.


