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liae referred. 'l'le story, as 1 have said, of the apl)elIants
is thiat theyv w'eru fo finance the reupondent tu go inito the
I>orcuptine couintry ' vo4 prospect, anîd take up claims; and that
tlle wyini whil li hie was finaîîeed wais by leaving two or
tliree Bankcîqe with the responident. That chieques were
left with ii i) Is t deniied. Ti: i, howcver, a dillerence
betweeîî the parties as to m hat took place. Aceording, to the
respondent l)(ýieO got cheuque for $65, aîîd the other

eleuswere iii blank. Qnily, two elieques wvere produced.
IBothi of thiese tire payable, iiot to the respoîîdenit, but to John

.lahýiîî, lit. brother, lu) %%hoiin 1 >hal af*trwýards refer.
li, i dnitted by une of> the Gaies ilbert, I thiînk,

fliait uipon the occasýli of the passimg of these vheques, there
waas aketuet with the respondent of uuoney whie li-
bert or Charles owed lmi, and that that iioney,% was paid;
and it seeis it mev hat it miay weIl be that the rsodn
la niiistakvin about thev cheque, and that it rnay have been
mioneyv that lie reid.There is nothiig Lu sliew how that
lnonley %vas paid, and if what 1 have Fuggested wvere the faet
a great deal1 of the dificulty suggestedi by Mfr. Wasnis re-
nioved.

Then is la said that fthe letter of flie 2Otli of October,
fronii tlerepndn to Gilbert babine, is inconsistent witli
Ille st<ory' tlie responident tells, that hi8 brother, John A.
Tabinie, was wiÎlîiig to do work-on the "Big Cliarlie,"
buit hiad no ixnoney" of his own, and was not willing to do it
unilets the appellants. put up the money, and that these
cheques were puit uip for that purpo3e.

'Fli appellanits say that tlie cheques lad no connection
ithf the " Big Chiarlie," that they lad decided not ho do any

wvork on " Big ChIarhie." That tliey left the eheques wvitli the
respondent to acquire interests and take op claimis in the
Niglit flawk Lake country wlile they went tu Gowganda to
make some money at work there.

nhe letter speaks of a mari named Dan Sniith liaving
told the responidenit tlat thinigs were loiok-ing weil in tlie
" ig Charlie " district, and1 says that the respondenit decided
to go ont with the work there. It la argued fromn this that
there could have been no sucli arrangement as the respon-
dent alleges, and that the letter supports the testimony of
the appehlants that it wasý deciaed to do no more work on the
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