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thouglb requelftu4l by the plaintif to pay hinm the amount of
the said conjtraut price, refused and still refuse to do Bo."

rfi reason for the refusai of the architeet to, give the
cerîicaLý %%as due to the faet tliat the appellant had so laid
oit one of the buildings and done the concrete

work that the walls of the foundabion were so placed that it
110tnu, and the builing tof bu erecbed on il would not, have

beon asý tbcy wvere desigued an~d shewn on the plans and
drwigs l be reeulangular in forin, which necessitated a

changi[Ii lit tIruturlial steel work for the building, and
otherchages whicl îinvolved considerable additional ex-
pense lu the i-iespon(lunt Comnpany.

lb foisuglil b-Y the appellant to throw the re'sponsibility
for isl îitafike unl the respundent eompany, because, as it
wýaS >;tif, the appollant when beginning bis work was misled
bY stkswbu ad bven plantud by flie rngineer of the

ruspodunt ownpany andiç wbîch the appellant assuxned were
initendcd lo indiiiate, ilio position which Ilbe building was to

occpy tliu bi attempldthib appellant failed at the trial;
arid wc suve nu renson foi>in from thue cOnclusion of the
learned1 trial tude a te it.

It-1h a lo otne tlat as; Ille rusýponden't Company
liad4 gunu on wil t11w ecio of tH14uprtrctr upon the

foundal(tin wbic tho apu inbd eesrceinstead of
re4Iul -ri inii bo r4,ctify, 11e mjisakt, as4 be co n e buCould

haie dun at a1 cu11mrativly- saîîlI Ixlnele respondent
cunaywas nuw net tnîledl rey upen thle departure

frorif Ilhe termls of tilt conitraul whlichI tlle miistaiku( iluvolved.
TIlis ronti-ltion lso failcd at the trial, andff rigbtly so,
wc 1111111 twa dn b bcrupndn comlpanyv was

relyin as 1114-appejltant;ý andI the p)roper conclusion
upc te eidnc llat thu a tppellant wt1s iniformelod thiat

wbie te u~pndut ollipany would Dot inqiatý 1pon!th) fona-.
dat ion wtsbuinig reujt hre would bu duductcd f rom the

contcte of bis or Ille ainount of anv addMitional ex-
pes lie resonrdunit cona should bu put te in connec-

lion %ith I lie \%or]; lt(e uthur cotatr eete do, and that
illie ;np;ellniî11t netdor ahat did not object te that

No1 case ý;i watlead oni tbu pluatdings or at the trial of
collu'lon etee the rusjiponenl so asý te dispense wîttb the

of thie, production of Ille arubituct's e*erhifleatu, if,bYifi teris of thc contract, Ilie product ion of it*was a con-


