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rencrng erniering " is e inu - g lwl on of
a f1Irst ua of illaster on, hriwkmiurk r ('entur\
l)ii t. IiLl vuie. I t is icoiit-idud thaýt n, hýitling gue oni in-

sid(e ualls, but that the rv\ýig jree.i ue ith-
olit bitliing. Theîi paîrticular wall for mida a cLaiiiia is iad
for-eta is held hv the~ trial J udgt. (l. Il;» nu) ti Li. an

unieWall, but In gaxullg judgillnt (p). 151 I esaw
Theirc is nu) elaini 11ode b fitht ploinfiT as extra for i1e

plstritrtat wa5z douei here ; 1 üonnut see wdîv t11w ati
I5 Ill ail.\ tllifferent Po-îtion.....tiis is nut ;niii e

m-al] .". Andi, afteýr discussîin with plaintili's' couni-
-i'l. 11w( .111dgeu ticelînes, tu allow the Iatlîng at ihat pne

1 think thie Ieeornt'd( trial Judge ivas righit wbin, dr
fl1e course of the trial, lie said the wail was nut mi owtii]e

wni. The specifleations (p. 231) provide thaît " the( ý liîule
if the iiitsîd( w-ails and li;riiioi<. .. exeeit ingr gvîn-

niuîniii and houler rooin, is to) 11w iothed . .. the wails
antd partitions thiroughuutii the hoaseilient ... to lho

tendred 'lThe piarti ilar w-ail w-as nul, undür tilese
apetifiatinstu lw lathetd ; it wals lathed under instriuctions,

of thei dulfendant, and this w-ork, is properly an extra, àmnd
s;houid haebeen ai]owed for.

Ini reference to the claimi for the gvnînasiuln, the resuit
wiii depend upon \wiiwthefr the gy, vinasinna is in the 'baise-
mient. Tit i, ie thatI Ilhe Roor u-f flioegmaun1

1h(4i"tht of tlw hasýenîenTt gtnl bt T findi that. uipon
the plans, a se-parate plan being ivnfoir eaehi storev. the

gvnsuîappearis lipon the plan of thle basemlent. T thiiik,
thlei, thalt it shouild lie held that the gmaiurzi part of
thie haee t ad th, appei uoi point shoid lie dis-
iilowed.

As to the topping of the piliars, these( piliars were fitted
with plaster tops. I art unahie to mnderstand howv- such
w-ork cin -oine within a contraet, for -ithn anidpatrn
rind Ttdrng"l is true thant iaste1gr m-as luse(l but the
work is îîtterly different frorn "I athing and pLasýterinig and
renduring.- The apîil shouid ho aiiowed upon thiis point.

It iý contended b)y lir. Crerar tliat hecause the plaintiffs
are In mirais entitied to have theîr w-ork aepd.the Ip'o-
vision (if thie Qonbract that 20 per cent. shouid not ho Paidl
uintil fil(, acceptance of the work sbouid not standli l iý


