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matter of that eliameter if -lie got in " upon the ground
floor." Collard promptly reported and was thereupon sent
back to the plaintif!, when Hill's identity, the general nature
of the proposition, as they eall it, and Catts's address were
disclosed-but not Mr. Collard's agency of course. The
plaintiff called and Catts pointed out the merits of the lamp,
but decliîîed, or at ail events omitted, to say whether it was
true or not that 1Hil1 was putting in $5,000 of his own nioney,
and referred the plaintif! to Mr. 1Hil1 for discussion of aI
money questions . The plaintf! then went over to IHill'a
office, but before lie reached it lli was advised by phone
froin Catts to eiLpect him. From. that time on ll was the
intermediary\ between the plaintiff and Catts in practically
everythirg, that was done.

ll theu, repudiating agency, insistis thaï t ivews sirnply
that lie was heiping Cafte, and Catts was helping him. WeIi?
I arn disposed ta look at it in this liglit, tao. Partiîers, if
you like, thic usime îs not important, if they combined ta con-
ceai flhe reail ternis of the contract f rom the plainti *ff, and
they did; and more than 1lhs, I find that not only ws Mr.
Hil1 pecuilÎiarly solicitous of the interests of hie co-defendant
after thie -cortract ws en)teredl into, but throughout the whole
trial thlese two mnen invariably piayed into each other'e handî.
In tiie way, with seplaraite counisel, the trial ws most unfair
to thie plaintif!. ilelping eachi othier, as the defendanta botf.ý
swear, the quegtiont arises how ws luIl ta be paid, and how
vias hie paid?

I find flhat shortly before thie execution of the contract,
and a s an indceinient to the plaintif! ta enter iute it, the
dofendaint Catts, in tho( presenc-e and hearing of ll, stated
to thev linitf! flint lie ha.id made a -ontract witli Mr. Hast-
ings, of the ridr-Bet-, to bet allowed te instal lampa at
thie cornier of Ki1ng and Yong streets ini the city of Toronto,

as a test, a i hwtelmevere to be put up within two
weeks; and the plaintiff regarded this as a very important

concesion, su lie believed NI,. Catts's statement, and vis
influenced by it. Evidencve given by te plaintif! satisfies
me tiat. 111 hieard thiie statemnent, aud bis subisequent actions
wonld findicatp that lie did not believe it,; but it is not im-
portant fi) reacli a cocuinupon thi8 point. The defen-
dont ('atts; Iii<1 not the sliglitest justification for ths repre-
sentatin M1 is friseý in every particular, and there eould.be
no mîstaike about the attitude oi M4r. Hastings.


