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Per MOaM, C.J.O., L.ýat the rule agant contribution between
WrOug-doer ha$ not been qualiled te the extent of entitling one
who ia himmeif ft wulful or negligent wrong-doer ta indemnityZU >'el

ïïfrein aziother involved with him izr causing the injury or wrongin respect of ivhich judgruent ha% gone against them. Aferry-
ieath.er v. Yizan (1799) 8 TaR. 186 applie

Per MRrrJ.A.. that s. 609 (1) of the Municipal Act3 Edw. VII. c. 19 (O.), did flot apply to the elaini of the appel.
lanta against the electrie con pany.

Judgment of TEET,5:î, J., affirmned.
Washington, K..,1d Gwiy, K.(',. for Town of )uudat.

appellantai. T'ciford. for Duudas Eletrie Company, respondenta,'

IIIGH COURT 0F JUSTICE.

Xulock, C. J. Ex. D)., Anglin,. J., Clute, J.] [Dee. 31, 1908.
* UrrER8SON LUMBER C2O. i% H. W. PETHIE, LimiTED.

i8aleo f gjoudâ,-Cndfoj sl-Resale by '.e>dee befo*'e pay-Ment of prie--Reposee5ioï. lb v norq----Coiitract of 8a2e-- Coniatruction - Hights against subsequent purc&aSers
Judgment againqi Wajrer
Condit ionai Sale.q .ct-Laches.

The defendant 8upplied to B. certain inachinery on the teriscontained in ti written order signed by B. among which were:That payment shoffld he made in insatents, and if defaultshould be made the whole amotint eiiould b.come ditc; that thptitie to the goodn 8,hould nlot pan until ail the dues, terms, andeondition, of the order should have been compiied with; that B.ahould nlot seil or remove the goods froin his premises withoutthe defendanUt' eonsent in %vriting, and in eue(- of default ofthe payments or- provisions of the order, and without affecting13.'s liability for purchase inoriey, the def,.ndantg ghould bc atliberty, with or %vithout proûems of Iaw, to enter upon B.&' prom.ime and rornove the gooda, and, without notice, te seil them, utsuch priceu as, iu their judgrnent, were advisable, and credit B.with the sanie, and that B. should forthwîth psy tLe deficienny,if ariy. arising after such sale. B. instalied the maehinery ini


