
VENDOR A.ND PUR0HiSEPw-RSTRIWTIVE STIPULATIONS.11

in& the. leasor'a tftle. But it dose not protect him f rom defects in the.
titi., which oonie te the. knowiedge of the vende.>

The decisions above cited are in harmony with the following
titaten7nt of Page Wood, V.-C. (afterwards Lord Hatherley):

It lis quite clear ... tixat whavttver inay be the. term of the con-
ditions cf nele, If the purchaser £btains information aliunde that the titi.
of the. venidor i. net clear and distinct, he hae a "right to meuit on his
objectioni:" Doarlitgton v. Hamilton (1854), Kay 550.

But the doctrine thug laid down is inconaistent with the cases
eited in the following sub-section, and cann3t be maintained in
the unqualifled shape in which it was enunciated, unless the
authority of those eceLq is repudiated.

'In I s-e National, etc., Bank (1895), '1 a .190, Northî, J., expreaeed
the. opinion thet the statement of the Vice-Chancelior went t"e fRr, and
that the. ci.... upon which it purported te b. founded, viz., 'Warren y.
Richardson', Youctge 1, and Shepherd v. Keatley, 1. C. M. & R. 117, did net
warrant it. But with ail deference lt la aubniitted that the lae.er of these
cases, at ail events, is a clear authority for the stateinent cri-ticised.

G. Same, aubject. Stipulations construed an preciuding the purchaeer
from availing himaelf of information obtained aliunde.-Ixt severai casje&
stipulations of -the kind now under discussion have been con-
strued as debarring the purchaser frorn relying upon defects
which had corne to his knowledgê without resorting to the
"inquiries" or ''requisitions" wvhich were speciflcally excluded.

In OpraiC v. Jeffreyj (1829), 10 B. & C. 242, the contract in question
was one by which A. agreed te tell te B. the two leases and good.will in
trade of a shop, "a& ho hoids tbe sarne" for terrme of twenty-eight years
f rom a specified datc. B. agreed to arcept a proper assigument of the.
loases and premi3es "withont requiriL ý tiie lessor's titi.e." An examination
of a wiil mentiened in the abstract of title shewed that the lease was
defective in tint it had net been granted ini conformity witlî the terme of
the power under which it .purpozed te have been granted. Held, that
'he vende. couid net refuse to complete bis purchase, nor recever back
hie deposit, on acceunt of an objection te that tiLle which was thus dis-
ciosed. Rzerring te tii. restrictive clause concerning -the lessor's titi.,
Bityioy, J., aaid: "The. fair and rflasonabie construction of these words le,
that h. (the purchaser) ehail net b. at liberty -te raise any objection te
Lhe lessor'is ti-tI.." Littledale, J., made the foiiewing remarke: "The. next
question is as te the, meaning of the. words, 'as he now -hoide the. saie.'
Do tiey describe the. premises or the defendant's intereet? 1 think they
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