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their personal knowledge, and, therefore, 1 plaintiff was authorized to, provide the mater-aIn Of opinion to niaintain the plaintiir a ls at the defendant'e expense.action. 

IIeld that the notice four days before suit
MVEEITR,ý J. The whole question turne upo was sufficient. Held, also, that the judgmentthe interpretation to, be Put upon the license was correct in forni; that both parties beingrhe caehsrcie ra elo te- made the rurt, lie delay rnight properly be

case ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m d has rec sve a re t de l f ate date of udgrnent instead of
;ion, and aftergivine it their best consideration, froni date of service thereof.he rnajority, including the Chief Justice, are This was an appeal froin a iudgment render-fopinion that the iudgrnent is right. 1 ed by ffonk, J., in the Circuit Court at Mon-hink that a contrary interpretation would de- treal, on the 3Orth of June, 1865.rive the words of their xneaning. It was The plaintiff leased from the defendantVidentlY the intention of the Crown Lands De- certaip ]and in the Panisl of St. Martin, and lie
artrnent that the Black River sliould form the brouglit the present action for the purpose of
astern boundairy of the appellant's liniit. I coznpelling his lessor to, fulfil one of the stipula-ay add that the judgment of the Court below tions of the lease, viz, that the lessor should
early nieets the justice of the case, for it is supply the lessee with the stakes and railsain that the Crown Lands Departrnent did necessary for keeping the fences in good order.
t intend to transfer to the appellant, for a The plaintiff aîîeged that the fences were in a
v dollgrs, tumber to, the value of £1500. very bad state, that cattie from the neighbour.DRtummOND, J. I muet say that I had great hood strayed over his land and wasted his
Eculty in interpreting this license, but I grain, RIe further alleged that lie had fre-
nk that the interpretation put upon it by quently requesteil the defendant to furnishmnajority of the Court is not.only the mont him witli the necesmary fencing materials, butt and reasonable, but, as far as I arn able that the latter had failed to cornply.judge frora my own experience, the niost The defendant pleaded that he had flot beeniforinable to the practice and rules of the put en demeure to furniali the tiniber in question>wn Lands Departrnent, it being, for obvi- tili four days previous to the institution of the
reasojis, desirable that the linite should action; and that lie should have been allowedput on the river. 
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LYLWJN, J., concurred. 
isfiin. ieopouetefnigmtrUIVAL, C.4. concurred in writing, under IBy the iudgrnent of the Circuit Court, the

& 30 Vie. c. 26, S. 1. defendant was condernned to furnish the plain.udgrnent confirrned, Mondelet, J., dissent. tiff with the necessary fencing within fifteendylen fortlie ppelant.days froni the date of tlie iudgnient; and inCAilmn, for the Repondnt. default of hieso8 doing, the plaintiff was au-Colmn, fr te Repondnt.thorized 
to, procure the fencing at the defen.a dant's cost. Froru this iudgrnent tlie defendantFREVOST, (defendant in the Court below,> appealed. The principal reason urged for theBilat; nd RIE di DEROCER~ reversai of the judgrment was that the plaintiffutiff in the Court below,) Respondent. ' bei ng bound to put huru en demeure by writtenltice to put a party en demeure-Formo notice to prâvide the fencing materials, shoulddeceezgp~.f0 .»~ 0~of bliatOf have allowed a reasonable tirne to, intervene

ment d-rdgefracofolgto.between 
such notice and the institution of the

e pIaintiff, lessee, sued lis lessor to coinm cin hra nyfu ashdbe
in to fulfil one of the conditions of the actione, weasoyfurdys idbeunder which lie was bound to provide alwdials for keeping the fences in good order. MONDELECT, J., dissenting, was of opinionction was institu ted four days after notice that the judgrnent should be reversed.ting had been served upon the lessor, cali- AYLIN J. wq isntn. h sa

>on hii to, do the work.* The judgnient J. as isntn. h samned the defendant to provide the course in a case where the iudc, ent caIlsials within fifleen days froni date of upon a party to do somnething, is to make theent; in default of bis so doing, the delas- mn -vr th~ ,-
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