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the above provision by other eovenants, there were provisions
for two other modes of caneeflation in case of default, one hy
service of a notice personally on the purchaser of intention to
exercise the power of cancellation after one rnonth, to be follow-
ed at the end of the nionth by a notice sirnilarly served declar-
ing the eancellation to be compote and effective, and the other
by notice, after -the deýault had continued for three meonthe "
declaring the contract nuit and voici ' addrecý,,. 1 to the purchasci'
deposited in the post Office at . .. and t.-ected to the post
office nt...

Held, that, upon plaintiff niakçing default. the defendant
hiad a righit to select any on(, of the three modes of eancellation
,)rovided for, and that a nati<ce pursuant to that first above
quoted, perunally scrved upon the' defendant, was valid and
ëffectuai as a cancellation of the' agreement, subject to the power
of the court to give equitable relief if the t'îreuystances should
warrant it. CanadiWn- Poirbc?é1;- v îInhistoni, 18 M.R. at 601.
referred to.

The defendant having, in his statement of defence, submitted
to redemption by the plaintiff. uipon paynient of the arrezrs
and certain expenses, judgment wa.s gîven accordingly, allowing
the plaintiff two rnonths after the Ma.4ter's report to pay the
amount found due l'y hirn and cogts, and in defauit that the
agreement should bce ancelled.

Cooper, K.C.. and Meiglu'n, foi, plaintiff. Fnuierloit, ad
F, 0, Ta"flor. for deferidant.

Robson, J.] IOet. 19.
DARI' V. BOOCHS.

I 'r~niror an~d pitt rchaseir-SpecifleprOmnC'MsCr(sf q
tions by purceas r infilecing *iofr-MIatr'rialitY of.

Hedd, 1. A decree for speciflc perforiaance of aui agrement
of sale will not 1w rcfuscd bcause of anY îuisrepreaentations by
the purchaser, uinless they are material that is. relate to some
part of the' contract or ira ubject-uulatter, and a buyer is not
liable to an action of deceit for niisrepresenting the seller's
chance of sale or the probahility of his getting a better price for
.iis property than the hnyer offers. Archer v. Sfon e, 7S LA.T.
14, and Vernon v. Keyes, 12 East 632, 4 Taunt. 488. followed'

2. Applying this principle, statements made by the plaintiff
te the defendants, during negotiations for the purchi3se of the


