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-If tilt wav i i put b.ý Mr. Argue as gas th, a .i d
1e~îprtnii~, t& ukea lirst elaý;S rolad pll i

4b li
tiff. 1efenauî, rquîred to hav e ite(»lu bth l Iya1n

larherbae, a ii would bc ta their initerIsi to Cunastrnet
as good a road as was reasonably possible, il) do their ovu

iîuiiami they wcre wiilling it shoubd iw use h
v. I li: is ;111l that I, qta i in t1le writîen g_[ntraC1 In

sa- g "lso thlat outr roada mablx used." That wolff in,-
0 ina th)ure shouldl be roads reasonablý lit for use, and

it is distinctlv\ to add to this terin of the 'contract, if byv ora
e\jidenu we enhiance the obligation olr perînission so; that
firstý lai road> "' must 1wý eoilsiiitrute

Aplrf -froîîî1 01h diftieul1ty of sutficient, evidenee,
thiîiký auispral difficult%, ils raised by the law

Iî-(don l ywl-salse alitlorities lil'dingi IIpioi
011 (' Uoiri. Theleain case in our Clourts, is Per

haps, Masýon \. Se.ott, 2-, Gr. 5392. To gi\te ufroet toý tili
dli>putd tftix n w ould, to use( the w-ords of Ille .A,

t"alter, varv, or contradliet a wvritten inst rul1tnt whie!
lias hel-n madffe the. aroitemn Orlof the( whole agTe(,

ment between the partioe:" p. 626. The appeal shoiuld i,
alwdand the action aid counterelajîn dismnisaed4; 1)t it i,

îlot. ai case for costs.

JEE 0.. ave reaIsons in writing for hle linie eone1l..
sion.

STE T. ., agreed in the resuit.

MAUEEjFEit.ii:umzy IOTHI, I

TRIAL.

DINCMAN v. TARVIS.

Vreidor and Pliirchaser -C(ont raci for Otionr to,
La nd( flegist ration - F ailure Io Opticns

Reflisa1 Io Ex Bd elease-A ctioii-osis.

Action b 'y vendor for a declaration that n contracie for the
,ale of ]an(] ta defendant was at an end by reason cf e
IrIt's dlefait, etc.


