
TH1E ONTA&RLO -WEEKLY REFORTEYJ.

parts of the country to inake a bargain "stick." It is
tainly ungenerous for one who lias been treated on clý
a bargain, to claim. that the treat of good-fellowship,
fraud on him, and in this case no advantage was tak«
the plaixitiff. And equally haseless is the allegation
the documient was read rapidly, or that it wýas covere
the hn of M. when the plaintiff was signing it. The p

laf i a one-armed man, and M. did put his hard on
paper to steady it while the plaintiff was signing it,
tha ia l. There can be no possible fault found
M. for IiÀs conduct during the negotiations (lie did i
certa~in statenients which were not strxetly truc, but
~were not at ail materia.l); and, 'unlcss more appears thar
been mn tioned, the release must stand.

N\ot-withistandino, that the plaiintiff had an ample oi
tnity to read the document, and notwithstanding tha
red it to him, 1 aliould have no difficulty, in view of

eusas Foster v. Maekinnon, L. B1. 4 C. P. 704, in ho]
111hat the release is not binding, il as a fact the bargain
that the defendant was to pay the plaintiff's costs. N,
toppel1 ean arise liere: there lias nothing been done by ei
party- which could have the effect of preventing the p
tiff having the advantage of the fact (if it were a fact)
the minds were not ad idem. The question is one of
viz.: «Was the bargain that the defendant should pay
plainitiffs costs? 1' must, on the evidence whieh 1l bel
hold that the bargTain was not that the defendant should
th~e plaintiWs costs, but that the plaintiff thoroughly ur
stood tha he, (the plaintiff) would have to look alter


