
PATON v FILLION.

,pceal wzis heuard by MULOCK, C.JA.EX., RIDI>ELL, SUTHERu-
1 MASTEN, JJ.
ludw-ig, K.C., for the appellant.

rirnfor the plaintiff, respondenit.

ýL.. J., reading the judgment of the Court, itat it
tted thiat the liability, if any, of the, apelnust be
-) estoppel ini pais, on the principle of Pickard v. 'Sears
A. & E. 469, and simîlar cases. To found a Iiability on
ppel, two things mnue coxicur: (1) eonduct 111ducinig the
o believe in a non-existing state, of facts; and (2) action
mizitiff to his damnage, îuduced, by,,suchi conduct.
Spresent case there was no evidence that the plaintiff

't &cted upon the alleged belief that the defendant lrack
ý. It was not necessary to consider wNhethier there wvas
)y Prack which miîght induce the alleged belief: the fact
tated was sufficient to shew that; the action should not

qppeal should be allowed with costs and the action as
ýie defeudant Prack be dismissed with costs.

Appeai allowed.
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ppe.l was heard by MULOCK, C'.JI.EX., l1w»JELL, SUTIHFl-
1 MA8TEN, JJ.
J. Wray and Helen Beatriee Pa4len, for the plaintiff.
Krr, for the cikfeudant, respondeait.

çx, C4J.Ex., in a writteu judgment, said that the purchase-
he lanid (situated in Ontario) wzve $8,940, of wbiei $4,940


