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services gratuitously, and has already received the precise wages
stipulated for, even before the giving of the farni was ever men0-
tioned. The amount paid was, according to the evidence, a f*air
wage for a woman occupying the position of hougekeeper upon
a farm, and 1 fait to find that any services were rendered going
bevond the scope of the original employment; so that, if the
Plaintifi' is entltled to recover upoîi a quanrtum neruit, there is
nothîng coming to lier beyond what she lias already received.

With refereîîce to the dlaim for the horse and buggy and cow,
the case appears to me to bc governed by the decision iii Cocli-
rafle v. Moore (1890), 25 Q.B.l>. 57. The gift fails because
there was not a change of possession~.

Then, with refercuce to the $200 note: 1 think the plaintiff
fails as to this also. The plaintiff admits that at o11e time it
was witlî Fletcher*s papers. 11cr whole account as to it is ful
of contradiction and discrepancies. The daughter-in-law and
her husband gave clear evidence of payrnent. Such discrepan-
eies as exist hetwienm the stories of these two inessshew con-
cltvsiveiy that thwe was ino êollusion between themn.

1 tinik the action throughout fails; butt the case is not one ini
whic1h _osts should be awarded....

j, Suggested thgt soîne allowance should be voluntarily made
to thei pilainltif hy those interested in the estate of Johnu Flet-
cher.I

MIDI~ETUN J. UNE 16TH, 1914.

COO0K v. DEEKS.

(Jampalyî-Cwntracting j mpy-'tr Tak< n by Vajiity
If)ir<-(-ftur«s as Jnividuals-Ditties and Liabîihtice of Dir-

_7dur -Tr,st-Iiiyhtsç of Miinority $/iorchüI<rs-Evid< nicc
-Conlid-indiniof Trial Judge.

This action was b)rouglit by A. B. Cook, one of the shiare-
hdesof the Toronto Construction Company Limited, on be-

hiaif of himnself and ali other shareholders other thani the iii-
dividual dt-vfendants, agi U eorge S. Deeks, Thomnas Ilinds,
George M. I)eeks, the D)omliion Construction Company Limited,
tndi the Toronto Constructioni Company Lîmited, for a judg-
mencjt declingiil thait dlie iniividual defendamits and the )oîinioni

Contrctin oiinpanyi Limiited wýr trustees for the Toronto
<'onistruetion C'ompany of' a certain contrftt entered into lie-


