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*the plaintifis for the defendant ta seli his farm 1 would
probably corne to the conclusion thiat il was not to bccorne
an enforceable contract until Win. Parker signed it. Th'at
lias not been doue; but iny decision is not based upon this nor
upofi the argument as to the non-assignal)ility of an option.
(Ilarrison v. Roberbeon, 21 S. C. R1. 402), important as these
objections inay be. 1 give judgient for the defendant
upon flie broad ground that the plaintiffs are not entitled
to any assistance from the Court, beeause the so-çalled cou-
tract was induced by frauduient niisreprtesentations of the
plaintiffs and their agent, knowingly« uimdeu 1 the defendant
and in pursuance of a fraudulent Fchcmc. 1 find tbat te*
representations were miaterial and we, ignorantly aceepted
and acted upon by the defendant as truc.

It is truc that the 1p;iîntitf Page did not appear in lte
inatter-be bil gool reos, for flot doing so-a&d both lie
anid lus $oi icitor, ir llualev, stud liously avoided d isclosilig
t o thle defeudant tha;t Paige ltitd ai read v an assigýnituent or
lk>o)iintte's Înterc-st mu the syndicate agyreenient.

Adîtielute .iques is t1eseribed in the staternent of edaim as
a gentleman resiîng iii te townsip of Sandwich We'4, and
so within easy reachi of lthe Court bouse; vet altbougli flag-
rant dishonesty on the part of titis piaintifi' iii obtaining tue
contract was cbarged. both in the ph'aitniigs anod in t he cvi-
dence at the triai, lie did utot go int lite, witness-box bo
expiain or deny. The otiter visible actor in lthe transaction
was Mr. llealey, t1e confidentiai frienid and1 business associ-
atc of the defendant; and it is to be regretted that lie al-
lowed hiiuseif bo beconie solicitor or and agenit of lte
plaintiff Page in a transaetion wbicli lie knew wýas utot what
il appeared to1bc, ani titis wïthout divulingy bis chLange of
attitude to tue defendant.

Page did not give evidence either, but tat is perhaps
not significant. 1 arn satisfied Ibat lte defendant 's evi-
dence is substantiaily truc; and 1 feel conipelied la give
eredit to il wbere it conflicts witb lte evidenc of Mr.
llealey. Ail lte mnain statements of fuel in paragraphs 4, 5,
6 and 7 of the stateunent of defetuce are, in mny opinion, wel
borne out by thc evidence at lthe trial.

The defendant couniterclairns, and claïins to reluin lte
$200 le1)osit as damages. If the conclusions 1 bave reaclicd
are welI founded, bhe plaiptiffs ouglît not to itave lthe as-
sistance of tbc Court to gel back their ntonev. 1 tbink, too,
that the defendant, hy the delay, lthe tieing up of his prop-
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