
DUFFIBLD P. PEERS.

J. L. Counseli, for the appellants.
J. H. Cooke, for the defendant, responint.

MEREDITH, C.J.C.P., read a judgment in which lio said that
it was not necessary to consider what the effect of the contract
sued on should be if iV could be uow enforced, because 1V was
vitiated by a material alteratîon madle lu it whilst in the eus-
tody of the plaîutiffs, and indeed macle by them, as their seeking
to, enforce it in its altered form only, and the evidence generaily,
proved.

Whatever-if anythiug conclusive--otherwse could have heexi
said iu support of any liability of the (lefeildaut, persnally, on
the contract, nothing could be said lu ýsupport of any liability
apart from it. The sigu was delivered to and used by an incor-
porated conpany (J. Vise & Co. Limiitcd) only; 'the monthly
charge for it was macle agalnst and paid by the eompany only;
and the unpaid charges for the last four mnonths, hefore flhc
plaintiffs re-took the sîgu-being ail of suchchge roiniing
unpaid-were macle agaiust the company only.

No recovery could be had on the altered ivriting; and ino
other ground of action agaînst the defendant 1iesontally existed.

The compauy had admitted and stili admitted liability; s,0
there was no0 justification for this litigation.

LENNOX, J., rend a judgment te the same éffeet.

MAGEE and HODOINS, JJ.A., coucurred.

Appeal dismissed ivith cosMç.
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Master and Servant-Libllty of Master for Ade of Servant-&ope
of Emp4oment-Finding of Jury-E vide-nce.

Appeal by the defendants the Computation Scale Comlpany'
from the judgment of LÂTcHFoRD, J., upon the findings of a jury,
in favour of the plaintiff, for the recovery of $2,500 damagesý and
cets, lu an action for damages for injuries sustained by the


