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minutes of board of directors Of company of meetings when

plaintiff was present, 6th Pecember, 1909, aua 20th. janu-

ary, 1910. Then apart from the dfisputed, agreement, inatters

continiueil ntil 14th November, 1910, wvheu the defendant

,sold out to the plaintiff, Smith anal Gladinan. The defenl-

ant thien owned 180 shares fully paid preferred stock, and

249 share's fully paid coXimfoil stock il the, Wm. Hlamilton

Conmpany -which. be seuil to the three nameil for $14,400,

payable as follows: $2,400 lst Fehruary, 1911; $2,400 let

April, 191 1; $2,400 îst June, 1911; $2,400 lst Jully, 1911;

$2,400 lst August, 1911, andl $2,400 îst Septeniber, 1911.

The special priovisiefls in this last.-meutioned agreement

do not .scee to me Vo be material in thie preseut, case.

It la miaterial tbat lu this negotidtiofl, completien anil

fulfflmeut of this last agreemlent the plaiutiff did uot assert

andi nsist upon the paymeut of the $4,300 te which lie 110w

dlaims to be eutitled. It was not until toward the latter

part of 1911, tbat the plaintiff put forwaril bis claim. It was

Iplacedin l solicitors bauds lu December, 1911, anil the writ

jsýsued heoeein on the 4th Janxuary, 1912.. There is corrobora-

tion of plaintiff by the evidence of Gladman that plaintiff

and defeudaut bail differences iu Jauuary, 1910, that tbey

were iu a roomi at the Orieutal together for the purpose of

settliug some matter iu iifereuce-and that one said te,

Gladinau, in the preseuce of the other that au agreement

hiad beeu coune to. That may bave referreil te the agreé-

mnt of l5th November, but Oladuian thinks uot. 1V la

most unfortunatd tbat Gladmau wbo was friendly with plaiu-

tiff and defendant diil net bear whiat and ail tbat took place

-Gladman was interestedin l plaintif's remalning ou as sup-

erintenieit-aud lu bis being frieudly -wlth defeudat-

- but not as te the tenus of any agreement. Theu there is

croboration of defenlaut's versiou. The plaintiff knew

the value of writings, anil of carefully prepareil written

agreemuents. Tbe plaintiff was eue ef the directors aud pres-

eut at the meetings wbeu defeudant's off ers first te purchase

400 shares, and afterwards te purchase 60 shares were turned.

down. Tbe reasous for uet then selling more stock may

bave been goil, but unilerlying tbese reasous was the fact

tbat the otber directers did uot waut the defendant to geV

more stock. Iu tbe face of this it is a littie singular that the

plalntiff did net asi defendant for a letter or te sign a mem-

orandum of agreement, or tbat Qlailmau who was frieudly

in -nfintiff was not asked to be a witness. The plaintifl


