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or inay bie waiîting, and yet the kind of belief required for this
defence exist.

1 think the appeal should bie dismissed with eosts.

FALCONBRIDOE, C.J.K.B., eoneurred.

LATCHFORD anid KELLY, JJ., agreeýd iii the resuit.

Appeal di.smissd wif h costs.
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Principal and Agent -Ageiit'.s ('omnissions oit ';(l(s of Coin
pany-shares-Eicie-Ar et Pretg Rate-

(jomisioins oit Sales in Agent's Territory-Acc-(oitnt-Re-
feren ce.

Action for' commissions on the sale of shares of thle stovLk of

a rninng eomipany, and for an aceount.

The action was tried without a jury" at Barrie.

A. BE. H. Creswicke, K.&., for the plaintiff.

M. K. ('owan, K.C., and.J. T. Muleahy\, for the, defetîdlant.

LENNOX, J.: '. . . 1 aceept the plaintiff's evdneli pré-

ferenee to the defondant 's where they eonfliet.
The plaintiff is a mining prospeetor, and wii s livin1g i ii \Athrc -

ley, in the nieighbourhood of the town of Orillia, where- thc île-
fendant desired( and expected to sdimîig tok in 1910. Thei de-
fendant was deceply interested in the siiuees;s of the Golden Rose

mine; he was the president of the eompainy controlling it, and

held a great deal of the stock. The plaintif,. as a loval alfthorityv

upon mining questions and likeiy to hiave soute wuighIt with

people of Orillia and its vieinity, wais emnplo .Ned hy thew de(fenidault
from about the end of October, 1910, to reorIo possible, pur-

chasers of stock his opinion-founded up)on aetutalinetgio
as an expert-of the condition and prospects of thie odnRose
mine, and to make or bring about sales of the defendan)t 's stoc(-k.


