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Menth itf durinàg the period muentioned in the state-

The efed~taPPealed to the Court of Appeal.

Thé Ilîard by Mos C.j.ço*, GA&RRoW MCAl
aiid( MIDDLETox, J.

Q. ~I2~tUfltfl, C-C. for the defendant.RMeK, KC., for teplaintiff

0411o tf A. 1,r«It appeia.s to me, with respect,
M.. IC' There bY floti ithed J., at the trial, was thet4I flc ntin n h evidence to shew clearlyP 1 agreieei Was intended bo supersede or take theMal t 0

11' a eet, of flhe first ; nor is it, in my opinion, essen-M 'nt e a fiiit)(,euin n ayo h other upon thatOTon Wod o ifficuIty1 are all he li sec-ond writing,""I' l ii o r il y th Plainitif' 8  whole as re-sts, and lire these-
relnti1e Biloetonareeing to fiirish t MeKnight

'0» iiiy s ilitns of noney as hle, thie said R7obert-rea "'sonble for the care , ofithe said ýMeKniglitP,,reng Iless lJpon this languiage twvo questions
fil, in laws Of thie dflendant', promise toSI0I f MInony als he may thiink rensonable; and (2)~ ~efedanlialhility in any efvent to extend beyonid theOf th coln1h iiain

(On fi wve are entitled upon the ques-ICAI u tion look at the surr-iounding eiciirim tces.
M . fcore inelude thie mnaking of the first w-riting

-and thae llI thi wlieliir it %vas wholly super-e'emn e ,ndl orot. AndC îli it V e nd the defendant'sthisXpese( in theseý words, "1to look afterPý,roIaI In<]xpeae
l'r'rieed t0!o the sa-id Alfred McKnighbttJerio .l fhieh thi1aremet ha remnain ix' force?$1 t lliert of that agreement its duration is expre,;sly

'~ pri~' n'nty ays or unti the Colunmbus litiga-1ut an eudi
woliId have henit1 beyond question thaï; the plaintiWrsthe ntirely bhrseless under the Sia arcIlx defen -a, i l admitted1 duly performed. We

of Wil 5Ptdcireutinýaîees thiat no new bargain wasat .1, iecndareemiient isz the rsi.Wyi a) h1ý.Nd Of la~ >xplain)ed, butI probsly the( idea was
-~rhy, ctiou b thle firýst on *the ground ofPla intifT wa, uffering froml illnesges, theon


