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ada of the respondent and iccountabje for thie money that
the respondent elaims. iastmrnu ind ig-btbouirn, Ltd.,

was ubsqimntlyaddd a a dfenatî, ad the staýt ient
of (iml mai amne y nrdviga llogai In thiat

Enstînure anid Liîghtbourn, Ltd., is an îineorporaI,;tedi (,()n-

pany carrying on businesýs A Toronto asý insuII:II rao agentsi <
iInd ai allegration tiat- iri f11ic cvent of itsý 111:glîldht: if

the agents Arthur L. l-Fastînure and F-rnk J1. Lgihu

wocru not tlie agents of fli esonen affe l l Pnorporaion1

(If1( tecoilipany or at anmY lubsqucn U il ha cenîpaily
acfd s getif flic rc0-poilddent throi;gHout ("ilaada an11i is

repnsbefor' Il> clIII. Thle appellantl ili bis indîvidual
manifyws usqunl addod asý ail enat

1Te frnding of the tialii Jndg Iw-a thafi aftcr. thle lzt

Mavý, 1907, fli1t.appullanti Ill he aget-l of flicrepndn
and waI,; Eable firlate r bailaii nce rnv l)ie fouiid te 1,o due

te theo respondunt Ilponl a preper -ain of1ý1 I the accou)Int of

Y(neucvs rcc~c or, or. on belal, (' on acoillit of, flic

rcpndnor ullich if m;as the1 dufv- (f ilic appehi-lan)t to

collue t ani reýmIt o thw respordenit, inldîngii- anyi b-alance

bicmay have, 1l(-11n OWing,1 0on 1tht day1. by t he de-fendants

:as 1ur >ad IÂLihfbeur, Ltd. te, 01'c rcsponci-It, whlieh

llias int beenl liqidafcdi(- or paidl ('f Ily playinimade by thle

a1ppelantI, and that the( de(nat Eatir mid Ligh-lf

boum-1, Ltdl., IIrIhbl t illi resp1olidlent fori î.iich bln

rif ny as wa;s d 111( sud owngbfic defen1dantls Eaisinlure

and Lighliflinru, Ltd., te tlit iepd n o epc f the

agency(-1 buIsinetss; 'f flic ruspoildont cdutdbly thiatagn

dewni to thle first day v f Ma,1901, whiIuh lias net beenl paidi

or iqia dby paymients niade, bIY the appehqlant suibst-

qunenti y , andf the, jud(giiaent wats di Ite o Il( cniterud ne-

codnlwitli a refoence to ther Mastcer-in-Ord1imry te take

thle aceIounlt,, and diamissing;, tlie actini as, ainst Ligbt-
boumri and the firn (J E'asfimure and Liglithomnm, with costs,

arid re.serving further dJirections suad costs as between the

reepondeut aud thle appelUant and tue defrendants Bastmure

and Lýihth)oumn, [Ad., un1til alfter lirepor.t, and from that

judgmlent thlis appeial is brouight.
It was arguedf onl hehaîf of thef appellanut that the finding

of the trial Judge' thaýt the appellant he<-aimn the sole agent

a)f Ilhe respondent on Ille lst of May, 1907, waRs rot supported

by lt vlne and thait the action as against the appellant
shauid hbave been clisissed.


