
MAY 16TI
DIVISIONÂL COURT.

CLARK v. GRAY.

Sole or lftri.l Cau8e of Purchase.
Motion by Ivpaiutiff to set "side inousuit eutered by 1

J.,. at tiie triai at Woodstock, of an. action for damtý
deceit, iuducing the. plaintiff to purchase frosu, def
a block of shares in the Bear Creek Mixiing Co. oM
Coumunbia.

The. motion was heard by BOYD, C., and MEiR.nnrr
A. B. Ayle8worth, K.C., for plaintiff.
G. H1. Watson, R&C. fer defendant.
MEREDITH, C.J. :-bI order to entitie the. defeud

have his case submitted to the jury, it was iucub
Iwim to give evidence that the. representations upon
iie relied were in fact made; that they were fais. in fac
the. defendaut kuew thein to be faise, or made thern re
ly, not cariug whether they were true or false; and ti
repiresextations were the soie cause of the plaintif
of purchsig the shares, or materially contributed

purca&ig thin.As to all of the alleged repr*sellt
*xeept that as Wo the. $40,000 stated to have been
treaaur-y for the purpose of developing tii. mine, the.
no reasonable evidence that tliey were f alse W tii.
ledge of the defendant, or that they were made by hin
leWuy, not caring whether they were true or fais.
plaintiff kxiew that the. information wichi the. def4
communicated Wo him was the resuit of what haý
reported to huxu from, British Columbhia as.to the. pra
and the circuimstance that, after discovering the tri'u
of xnatters, thie plaintiff attributed blâme for the
statement to Best, f rom wbom the defendant deriv,
information, anid not tu the. defendant, is an importa,
cistance to b. considered in dealling with this branci
to the representation as to the $40,000, the teatimc
the. plaintiff wa-s somiewhat vague and unsatisfactor>
wusuri:r thâit it ~ifi- fh n tA hftvc litin mqn.4 .n.


