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pulley upon the main shaft; as, while this was not set up 1 ﬁi

pleadings or particulars, it was developed in the course of ¥

evidence of the defendants’ employees and witnesses- 1,650
Judgment will, therefore, go for the amount awarded, $l;”"d

(apportioned $500 to the infant son, which amount mu$

into Court, and $1,150 to the widow), and costs.
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7. J. W. O’Connor, for the plaintiff.
J. R. L. Starr, K.C., for the defendants. e
1ieve *.
Megepith, C.J.C.P.:—I1f this Court had Powﬁcg) I:Ver - bﬂ
defendants from the effect of their conduct' " vjd,Ed [ be
own signatures and seals, they have pl.a P l"zn, 1 W*Q“ld'w-,
a loss of their rights in the property 11 o up 10 and
in favour of giving them another chance 10 11\;:, ve don® bey
of their agreement, because nothing that they % ly 3ﬁeawm
their rights, has been proved to have injurto wer'; _1"'
plaintiff in any way; but there is no such PO m'qyaeﬁ"'“’n ;
has a right to exact that which the agreemet . s,
vides shall be the effect of a breach of its pro

mu
The statute-law has given t0 the Courts preac” -
o0 . ’ r forfeiture fox; but W

lieve against a right of re-entry 0 tenants
condition or covenant between Jandlord and 1€ ¢ unde’™

pressly excluded a condition 0F eovenl:::ed land ; sni‘iw' ] b
or parting with the possession of ® caption o :

is one, in substance, t0 which sueh €




