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AihugiIooke v. lDawso-n, [18951 1 Ch. 4,50, is not conclu-

six-e aigainist this view, As thiere the dced was not rnentioncd in the

advetiseent(sec p. 486), 1 do not think that the deed is by im-

p licationt made part of the advertisernent. But, if it were, the

dirction to purchase at thue lowest price cannot mean preclci

ivhait the literai meaning of the words is. In the present insýtance

there is an offer of 1,000 at 75, one of 1,000 at 76; one of 1,000

ait î77ý; one of 7,900 at 77, &c. The bonds offered at the lowest price

aire those included ini the offer at 75. It could not bo contendod

thiat the purchia4e of the 1,000 at 75 would be a compl4te exercisei

of the powers- givcn by the trust. The expression musiit, in a busi-

neIss documenýit, receive a business interpretaton-thie nianng can

be determintd fronti a conisideration of thue objeet for wliiuh tbe

power is gie.The objee(t is to) redeem as many bonds asý Pile

at thice c;ap(t rate, t, spend the nuonoy furnished by thie -omi-

panty in redluciig ais rnuch as possible the bonded indebtedne-ýs of

the cornpany' . 1 amn of the opinion thiat the inethod ultirnativI-

prudbY thi dfedat was unexcepjtionable fromn a uins

point Cf vimid \v;as in 'no way a violation of the ternxs of the

deedl of trus't.

1 tinik the plaintiff fails in eontract. If lie 1w beld entlitled

to rcove incontactat ail, I flnd that the rnarket Price of lte

bons t thie tiie of the breaeh was 75 - his daimges wili thoni

The saint -on)side(raitions will also prevent hlm f romt recoveriing-

als cestui que, trust.

'nu, efdat have in the prernises ac tted honestlyv and rea-

sonaly n oghtfily1 to be xusdfor the breach1 of trulst.

if thl1Ere %vis onle: 6*2 Viet. (2) ch. 1-Î, so.1 (O.) ; 1Ilgginis v. Truist

Corporation of Onaio 7 A. X. 423; Smith v. Mason, 1 (). 1, R.

-'94: Iennic v. Maclean, 2? O. L. R. 169, 4 0. L. IR. 666:( Re1 Vil-

ago!Marikbam ilnd Towil of Aurora, 3 O. L. IP. 609:ýt Dover- v.

Denne,3 O. . G 664 King v. Mattliews, '- O. Ti. R1. 28 i

oa ad Silviigs Co.- v. Naitionail Truist ('o., 7 O. L. IL 1, E0O.t

1.l; Chap11iani N. l3rown1, 190»?] 1 Chi. 78s5, especiaily at p). S05.

I iln a1lo or the( opinlion, as tu ret advised, that the othoer

pro' iions in tho trust deced protect thie dcfendlaits, but 1 do nlot

coîîsider it iwcossary' to pass upon that question.

The action will bie dismisse-d with costs,


