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fendants in the second of the before mentioned two actions
-an agreement to seil it to them; Neil's wife was also ap-
plied to, but refused to enter into the agreement. rIhlese land
agents were not able to pay for, and neyer had any intention
to buy, the land, but took that which they called, and is usu-
ally called, "an option " with a view to selling their rîghts
under it at a profit. Soon after another land agent appeared
0o1 the scene, and on the misrepresentation that the "loption"I
already given was "no0 good," because not signed by the
owner's wife, procurcd for himself another option ýigned by
the wife, au weil as the owner, at an increase of $500 in the
price. The third to approach the owner and his wife were
the land agents Bai ley and Hebl, parties to botb actions;
tbey were told of the second option and that they would be
notifled ini case it was Dlot taken up. It was inot, but was
allowed to lapse; tbey were sent for, and came, and enttercd
into the third agreement or "option," which was givei by
both the owner and his wile. The owner and a witness,
James Scott, have both testificd that when this agreement
was entered into the purchasers were infornied of the giv-
ing of the flrst "option," thoughi at this tirne there eau be
no doubt the owner thoughit it of no effect because bis wife
had refused to beconie a party to it.

The plaintiffs in the f6rst mentîoned action procured an
assignment of the flrst and second "loptions"I and then oh-
tained a deed of the land fromi the owner and his wife, after
paingý til thiem the prîce nîentioned in the flrst "option;"
buit aillîi donc after tbey had actual knowledge of the
thîrdl " option."

The third "loption" I s registered-rregularly, the plain-
tiffs ini the flrst mnîtioned action contend-and that action
is broughit to have the eloud, wbich they allege sudi regis-
tration creates upon their titie, removed.,

The Fecond mcntioucd action is broughit 1w' the, land
agents who obtaincd tise third "loption "-Bailey and lel
-to reover damages from the owner and bis wife - the
N1,eils--for breaçli of their agreement to seli-that is in the
event of the plaintiTa succecding in the fhrst mentioned ac-
tion.

Tiiere was no îîeed for two actions; ail questions ought
to have been raised, and sbould be determined, in one; the
questions involved in the second rnentioned action îbould
have heen brought out in third party proceedings.


