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.......... Privy Council ýLords M1aenaghten and Morris, and Sir
R. Couch and Mr. Way), held to the ii. .9direction, and
thev allowed the appeal and ordered a ne%~ trial. Ini this
case the judgment of the Privy Council was delivered by
Mr. Wav.

AORREMENT-C)N.TItUCT1N. MýIOOoI.YOFSPI
Kii'ibir/ýy 1lUéterivorks Co. v. Di Bcs uliadins(8}

A.C. 5 15, was an appeal from the Suprerne Court of the Cape
of Good Hope, in which the point at issue was the con-
struction of an agreement whereby the defendants agreed,
during the con tinua nce of the agreement, to obtain and pur.

4 chase all the water required for their mines fromn the plaintiff
companv, and no other person or company -provided that
nothing herei ncontained shall preven t the defendant company)
frorn using any water obtained by' it from the mines or its wells
or reservoirs., The defendants had procured a supply of water
for their mines froin a municipal corporation gratis, and the
question va.s whether i..is arnounteci to a breach of the
agreement. The Judicial Comnmittee of the Piivv Council
Lords 1-Iobhouse '.facnaghteTl ani Morris, Sir Couch and Mr.

Wav), were of opinion that it dîd, and was flot within the
proviso above referred to.

PAROI.EIEO-Li~e ;~*F~

~ o .ls!~,/sù,v. '<?mcri 8 7> A.C. 540 tUrnS upon
a qucstit-n arising on the the law of evidence. The plaintiff
Palmr) clainied damages for the dishonour of a cheque.
ie-illegetl that tne cheque was drawn in pursuance of an

agreemnent under which the hank was to allow hin an over.
draft or cash credit for six rnonths certain, and that it was
dishonoured in hreach of thîs agreement. The defendants
relicd on a letter subseqtientl.- signed by the plaintiff, which

t ~purported to make the~ prio arenttriable at any
t time at the option of the defendants. Trhe question on the

appeal wvas whether the j tdge at the trial was right in admit-
tiflg evidence of a conversation hctwecti the plaintiff ani: the


