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I take up the inatters lu dispute in the order in which'
iiev wc re argued.

ts ilite tie eontract of Februiary, 1910. T1his con-
1.aiII a i,~ ,i 1ionî that the plaiiiff al provide ail labour,

4e. îee-~avfer ilie euttinzg ;tiii delivering of the tics re-

1urdfo h miles, of raîlw;iý [rom a point 191,,2 milies

wc't f lteuw.iîgOf tue rixeýr eastxtard. Tliey were to

coîmmîmere [ th aIeî mirtlie <weiti>fl of thle coiitract, and

eut and d lr efore, dunelSth 1910-75,000 tics, and

unless neifct die coiayto stop for a time, continue

therêaÜi ( icutmç andi dci-xcring tics runtil the full inmber

~i1),edli rd andi at sucli a rate as that the work of

tîiklxîiug Thul t no tîmie be delaved., the eownpany to be

I lic solü jugof tisi. 'l'ie ties COit along or 11 IIcr î riAht

of wmîv w,-:,- to e cdliveredl at poinmt oni the rigbrji of way

proper~ ile 3 'llie said piles w cre to be <I iý'ribiited se

as le prox Pi, .ilîeî(ni, ties at eaclh pile te, cirrv tue 4ttl [roui

timat pile to) tlie rnext, E or W., se au, te niakc it 11inî1ccsatry

to hiatîl tie', by teanmTIS " aiiy of siaid tics Mwlieli the com-

paîîy requires hi be dclix ered at its No. 3 wiarehouse oit

Omnbiabika Bay, shall be placed iu the water andi towed to

said warehouse, and timere plaed in booms or piled on the

shore."
The companv were te "furnish permits for the cutting

of such tics amd pmîy ail (lucs: and the plainiff to conforma
to aIl the regulations of said permits.

The numtber cf tics neeessary is as is adîuitted 3,000

per mile or 225,000 for the 75 miles.
ln faet oîîly 3,600 tics were made Up to Ju-ne lSth, 1910,

instead of the 75,000 agrecd upon, but there can lie no

complaint on this score as the defendants requested thîît

the plaintiffs sbould stop and the plaintiffs willingly as-

sented. It seernes probable timat the plaintiffs coulii have

lîad the 75,000 tics eut had it been desired.
Mueh complaint is umade by te appellants that the

Master found as a fact that the 75,000 tics were te be nmade

off the Onîbabikca litmit, the coutraet bcing silent in that

regard. No doubt it wotild not be proper to ainiem the writtcn

contruet hy introducing this terni. 3tecXeely v. ileiiaonts
(1886), 13 A. R1. 324; Beth v. Smith (1888), 15 0. 'R. 113 -

S. C. (1889), 16 A. R1. 421, and similar cases well kîîown.

For exaemple thc plaintiffs would not bc brcaking thepir

contraet if they delivercd these 75,000 tics f rom, some cther

limit. Yct while the mrrangenicnt te eut on the Onîbabiika


