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exist only no long as there znay be neeasity for its use. If,
therefore, the grantee acquires a new way to the estate previ-
ously reaohed by way of neeessi'ty, the way of necessity is ex-
tinguished. "

In this euse it is only held that a way of necessity would
pais under the ordinary provisions of a deed, to wit: that "ail
and every the rights, privileges, appuirtenarices and advantages
to the Ban; ',eonging," or that it inigbt pais without such a
covenant.

In Pierce v. Selleck'6 we find this language:

"It is a fallacy to suppose that a right of way of necessity
is a permanent -right, and the way ia permnent way attaehed

t(, the land itself, whaitever niay be itim relative condition and
which xnay be conveyed by deed irrespective of the continuing
necessity of the grantee."

In this case it was sought to retain the old way of necessity
inerely because it w'as more convenienit te the use of the owner,
than a new highway whieh was laid ont along or through the
tract. It was flot shewn that the highway would not be as
aidvantageous to the general use of the prernises as the old right
Cf way, but merely it was net as coiavenient to the use of the
owner.

In IIoWmes v. Seeley', this cjuotation is used:

by means of a close of his own subsequently purchased."

beld that the new way miust be as convenient as the old w-ay
before it is lost.

Thus we have in VajZ v. Carpe>nter,11 M'here it is said-
"A right of way of ne:!essity cesses as soon as the riwner of

it eau. have a direct and convenient access over his own land te
the place te which the way leads."

Then follows a longer iquotation f roin HoWits v. Gorilu'
as follows.-


