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he said lie wanted for the purpose of cancellation, thougli
lie did not say that lie so informed the plaintiff. He says
that lie then wished to get rid of the plaintiff as a tenanit.
The plaintiff told him, that the lease had been burnt withhis books. The defendant did not ask for delivery or pos-.session of the premises. As he was leaving, a mnan nanied
Adamson, who was; of the same nationality as the plaintiff,
and had been conversing with him in the G4reek tongue,
followed the defendant to the door, and told thim flhat lie
would give him (the defendant) the lease ini the morning.The plaintiff was not asked about this incident. Adamsou
was not called as a witness, and there is iiu evidence that
this statement, was heard by the plaintiff or was made by
has authority.

The defendant Ieased a portion of the premises in ques-
tion, on 20th March, 1907, to one Louis flaniels, for twoyears, at a rentai, of $100 a month, and for a further terniof one year at an increased rentai, the increase to be equiiva-
lent to any increase in taxes, and the remainder of the.premises, on lst April, to one Chambers, for two, years. at
$75 per nionth.

By way of defence the defendant alleges that he wasîidced to niake the agreement for lease by false and fraudu.
lent representations of the plaintiff that lie was possess.d
of latrgel capital. No evidence was given in support of thisallegation. Hie further alleges that after the fire the plain-.tiff left the city of Ottawa, as the defendant believed, witha vîew to defeating or delaying dlaims of creditors, andthat alter the plaintiff had so left Ottawa, in the belietthat the lease was void or voidable, lie procoeded.to repair,
and tlierrafter leaeed the premises to other tenants. AI-thouigl his plcadings are sulent on this point, at the trialhe Fonglit te prove that it wae a condition of thle agreement
for lease that the plaintiff should make certain repaire and
inlp 1rovemi ente, which lie failed to make. Tlie evîdence dldniot ertablieli that there was ary sueli termn applicabile tethe, agreenlent, and the sufflciency of the repairs and im-provementé6 mrade by the plainiff seems nlot to have been
questîonedi until the trial of this action.

Evway' of eointrelaimn the defendant allegos thant th,lIre which injuired tlic preomises was caused by neg-igene.(,
of tue plaintiff, and lie dJaims the sera of $1.300 for re-psiltintraags There wae no evidence whatever to suip-
port tliis allegation of negfigence.


