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0~ . NV> N. 1

o 'oud o Tit1c.

Miif)LEoN, ~ hd, hat tîer u<~ or~<of djoii 'fd~ hoir*d

and t1o liiýidiai rop ato t ut whîh the aaid 1aî<l[ wre diat

C, W. lb-Il, foir the dfttat

we no lincd h lingt ildunit as 1<< tklo i ;1t

of 2'l -fre',(t by a dcpth of1 32 Fi ledn wln 1 pariel

northcrn ondr vn )lt r xinu.Su t1 111 p'lin1
tiff's land is; an- trctfonly wnd 1ficBal-oflliiil
ton, whîch lia-q hi-enidî mi-dad >-old te uii ou

1hv an a gricieto e9 Juurv.I99 liw
l)aik, the plaintlif, aiî mi eeiat il1w ~eîlila i

bank would, ou or bef'oreth ii 1-i Arl I9 o tt he
strip of land now const it ut ingL Hlutirfr axeîn t-nli
out as a street rnnning , tryfon cîoth-, u- iî

wtoid iak t111:14. f application t 1li 1wity of liainiltoti

coptanci- of ilic prýoposcd ded(icaition but heoause of îhe itar-
row widlth of ile stket.L

The plainitiff thon agrccd that \wiiin two vears firn thie
Ist of April, 1909, ho would consent te Ilic opcingL o)f a
street, 50 feot fvdollong the caserl soeo Is pai- of
land, extcnding northeriy from ilite proposed Ruîtherford
avenue acroes the rear of lus pareel, and that lie would niake
te usîtai plcto to the iiyfo ht pxirposec lio iiaving
tho right to a foot reserve on the east side of the proposed
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