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Company as manager or solicitor, and asked me il the cim*
-ween himself and the Canadian Cannîig ompany could flot
ranged. I asked him then how lie stood in the eust, and hie
m'e that lie had arranged everything. I was partieular to
in how lie stood with his own solieitors, and lie told me hie
>aid them soute $490. . . 1 then suggested that hie should sc
M'eming, the manager of the Canadian Canning Company,
hey came together and made the settiement, dated the 24th
ary, 1911. 1 was asked to draw this settlement up merely
ie reason that 1 was more or less conversant witli the facts
ý case. It is for this saine reason that, when this present
on was presented, I was asked to instruct agents in
,io.7
16. 1 say that, from the time the plaintiffs discontinued
action against the Canadian Canning Company, and the
dant (Bostock> elected to proceed with his third party
Sagainst the Canadian Canning C~ompany, the petitioners

not acted as solicitors for the (Canadian Canning Comipany,s agents of my firm, but have heen acting under direct in-
.ions from, the defendant (Bostock) and his Vancouiver
,or.
ýO .. I say positively that there was no collusion in
cnse, direct or indirect, between Bostock and thc Canadianl
ing Company, or our firm or any member of the firmi,
g ini view depriving theý petitioners' firm of their proper
es~ for services rendered, or any part thereof."
la said that at the time Bostock made the settiemient for
Jwith the CJanadian Canning Company-, lie was in inisol-

,ircumstances and in il-health, and lad left the counitry,
huat the canining company compromised with hlm,. nder
circumstances, their indebtedues in connection witli the
y' over which hie lad against them, at a mudli snmaller sumii
Rostock wus reasonably entitled to elaim.
bile the circumatances may and do look somnewhat sus-pici-
am unable to find, particularly in the face of the affidavit,
solicitor in Vancouver, that there was any ollusion or

per conduct on the part of the canning comipany to de.
the petitioners of their costs. Sec Reynolds v. Reynolds,
nes L.R. 104.
e prayer of petition wîll, therefore, be refused. I do not
however, on the wlole, that it is a case for costs, and I

no order as to the saine.


