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--;ﬁxﬁtﬁﬁ and Engenia B?mmcourt but also from the ands ‘of one
jaasse,md there was no ~vidence of any relation between those
transactions and the Bennicourts, which made them relevant o

pointed ont by the appellant’s counsel, but disregarded by the
judge. The judgment pronounced on the erronepus certificate
was therefore set aside, and the cause remidted with a direction to
vary the certificate by disallowing all entries it the account reating
to the piteh dug on the lands of Joasse, or otherwise than from the

$os b .
ties lands of the Bennicourts,
P R CABLEGRAMS -ConTRAUT 1IN CVPHER—CONTRACT, MUANING OF ~ONUN PRO
e E #ANDI- ME TAKE
a1} ' )
ve Faleb v, Williams {1900) AC. 126, was an appeal from the
he supreme Court of New South Wales, The action was brought on
b a contract conciuded by telegram in cypher, which, according to
it the plaintiff’s understanding of it, meant one thing, and according
- to the defendant’s something else. The pluintiff contonded that

3 the telegram was so plain as to admit of no othrr intsrpretation
. than that which ae put upon it; but the Judicial Conmnittee of

the Privy Counecil (Lords Hokbeuse, Davey and Robertsen, and
| Sir R. Couch) were of the opizion that tho telegram was ambigucu,
£ and that the onus was on the plaintiff w mabc out that the
3 construction he had placed upon it was the true one, and in that
he had failed, and the action was held to be rightly dismissed,

CONTRADT--CONSTRUCTION—ERTRINSIC EVIDERCE, ADVSSIBILITY Of

Bunk o Veee Zealand v. Simpson (1900 AC. 182, was an
action brought by Simpson agaiast the bank on a contract

relating to a railway of which Simpson was onginear, and whicn
provided inter alia that he .hould he allowed a certain additinial
i percentage “on the estimate of £28,003, in the event of [his] Lolng

E able t. reduce the total ot of the works below £3s00c” It was
¥ for this additional percentage the action was brought, and at the
§ trial the _efendants adduced evidence extinsic to the written
© contract, to. show that . arriving at “ the total cost of the works ”
: the cost of lands bought ¢ the railway, and the plaintiff's fees
; under the contract, were to be included iu :he calculation, and
eing so included, the total ccst “ad not been reduced hepw
£3c000. On this evidence a verdict was given for the defendants.

- S the-aceount ordered:— At —the clost of th svivence this fact was
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