(1) udkshsailsir areimmﬂai.mm,&}) FE

(3) 9, smyEEGH LM (% G\ sl Telorh by

2) ymEass Heniu s

g,Lﬂgprrr,rr(B 2},6UETBTE _SHTLILIGID.

SUOPETE s

—@ WD e

supzmmen_SIT [ TS

ap- Gamiyd ;‘5“‘“ oT@T

§o9 - & 180

5([6"“' H

9FFH 1D
LSV &

/

gurerGain Falrdl

67
g s Gaun S ———







29t Juxe 1891, No. 1762 W., PusLic Worxs,
9. Tam not qualified to offer a legal opinion on the aspects of ‘the case, but it
seems o me that Mr. Wapshare baving paid Rs: 345 on the understanding that he
- would bave a complete fence all round his property, it is not now fair to remove that
~ Tence and thus to all intents and purposes subject him to a Joss of Rs. 345, for, ult_hﬂﬂgh L
. " the extra length of fencing, for which he paid, has not been removed, still it is now +
- quite useless and to cofnplete it would cost hiin far more than he ever would probably *
- have contemplat -pew; : 3 .
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sontem; ing for sach a purpose. | ol R
- 10, Apparently one of two courses should be followed, either refund h;&m
~ Mr. Wapshare or restore the fencing. - ' ‘ g <. A5
The latter course will quite saiisfy him md-wim&vg less actual &w‘g e

re, for, with referepee to remarks on.the fe round the Tu i;; H . ‘

to completely remove it when far more than will be re
m"fm?mkyhaome availfbles - s * Tl T U
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