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‘are of the

plaintifr during the period mentioned in the state-
ment of clgj

The defendant appealed to the Court of Appeal.

The appea) Was heard by Moss, C.J.0., Garrow, MacLAREN,
M ITH, JJ.A., and MmbLeToN, J.

G. Lynch-Staunton, K.C,, for the defendant.

E. Meek, K.C., for the plaintif.
0‘“0‘7, JA — It appears to me, with respect,
that the vie =

W expressed by Latchford, J., at the trial, was the
orrect one, There is nothing in the evidence to shew clearly
that ﬂ.)e Secon, agreement wag intended to supersede or take the
P.l"” M all respects of the first; nor is it, in my opinion, essen-
h‘.l to reach 5 definite conclysion one way or the other upon that
Point, ‘e words of difficulty are all in the second writing,
o which really the plaintifps whole case rests, and are these—
":nl: : e said Robertson agreeing to furnish to 'McKnlght

time to time such sums of money as he, the said Robert-
durr Y think reasonable for the care of the sajd McKnight
tﬁ"-i: 8 Present jlinegs » Upon this language two questions
* (1) the Sufficiency in 1y of the defendant’s promise to
p S of money gg he may think reasonable; and (2)
nd of efendant’s liability in any event to extend beyond the
the olumhyg litigation ?
De;ling fi
o

8t with (?) . - We are entitled upon the ques-
whi WStruction o ook at the surrounding circumstances,
Would, of course, include the making of the first writing
“ntents _gnq that, T think, whether it was wholly i i
. cecond or not. Ang in it we find the defendant’s
Breement N this respoct eXpressed in these words, “ to look after
reona} interests gpq needs of the said Alfred McKnlgh’E
i the per in which this agreement shall remain in force.
I anothey part of that agreement its duration is exp{‘ef‘ﬁly
riod of ninety days or until the Columbus .htl_g‘:-
So it ig beyond question that the plaintiff’s
vould hgy, been entirely baseless under the - first b it
» Which the defendant, it i admitted, duly perfol'me.d- We
. Undispyteq Circumstances that no new bargal.n was
o which the seconq agreement is the result. Why it was
At all, no one has explained, bhut probably the idea was
I abvioug objection to the first on the ground of
he Plaintift . suffering from illnesses, the one

EE

=5
55555'8 grgf
:

FIEFE
g 5; ]

I




