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vere Vo be given, and that defendants werc not to pay
uniless they got the money out of the stallion's service. I
credit Watterworth's evidence beeause the contraet siîgned
bY defendants supports it. the guarantee given by Watter-
worth in the name of his principals supports it, and the

certficaes eft with or sent to defendants support it.

lEacli of thie defendants signed 4 documents, and the
agreenieut they did sign, and the only one t;hey signed. is
the one agreeing to purchase the stallion for $2,000, and
to give 3 promnissory notes for the price. . . . And the
,certificýates left and sent by Wattcrworth on 3rd Februarv,
1905, c-orrespond with the contract....

These defendants are ail intelligent farmers, and 1 ean-
not, in the face of the docunientary evîdence produced, cre-
dit the statements miade by thein that they signed these
notes without knowing what they were sigingý. If tbey
did aign without Iooking and knowing, they were grossly
negligent, and Foster v. Mackinnon, L. R1. 4 C. P. 704, and
Leu 1s v. Clay, 14 Tfimes L. IL. 149, relied on by counsel for
dafendants, do not apply.

Judgmient for plaintiff for $666 with interest and costs.

NOVEMBER 24T11, 1906.

DIVISIONAL COURT.

SELKIRtK GAS ANI) OIL CO. v. ERIE EVAPORATING
CO.

Contract-Supplyj of Gas-Fixiing Rate-Oral Agreement -

Conversations-Evdelice.

,Appeal by plaiutiffs fromu judgment of County Court of
Haldimand in an action tried by the County Court .Judgeý
without a jury.

Plaintiffs were a Comipany supplying natural gas. De-
fendJants were about to start business within the field of
operations of plaintiffs. One Grece was the manager of
defendants, and had f ull authority to niake a contract wîth
plaintiff. One J. W. fliolmes was the officer of plaintiffs


