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term of t '
i he mortgage, that was set at rest by what followed i
A ; "
solieitar; sdréw i at a copy of the original offer supplie o
objected’ 3 al;i;v 1 Weesantion it SheoRendeig telim, to Whi@hh
i unwi’llin , later on, he again referred to this an exprmt
el gness to complete the sale with that term: thﬁ
s e Iv)vpea;;s to have come to the conclusion that the pl;;s
e b 0; : more than he had sold it for, and he was ﬁmﬂaw
L ‘tse rom the contract. The plaintiff ther Oﬁeregant
refused Iglfm of the mortgage three years, but the defel'lhiﬁ
Six abtct ave some doubt as to whether he had mu® . the
ikl Jrg 1051; for, notwithstanding that he did so obie‘?"wiﬁ;
B thepso]c.e. ure for completing the transaction wWas gone v de
livered b, 101;101'3 for both parties. Requisitions 0B title Wer°
et th e plaintiff’s solicitors, and com~esp0nd"'n"e pe'qui’
s e i;}n fmd th.e defendant’s solicitor about these rdrﬂft
oty e inspection of the defendant’s title deeds- ", ted 10
the pl " I.)P%pare(.l by the defendant’s solicitor an submlt 4

e plaintiff’s solicitors for approval; it was appro¥ b
turned, and was th & dant fm’
his wife. A en engrossed and signed by fhe defert - iff®
solicitoe. draft mortgage was also prepared bY e pla; The
e “f':‘and ;ent to the defendant’s solicitor for aPpr‘ﬂa}g'e
dra;wn a,: gl.gme l;co the plaintiﬁ’s 'wii':'e, and the moz’ltﬁg mﬂst
e i er. This would indicate that someth =, {he
partieg g etween the solicitors by which this Changgﬂﬁstioﬂ
of not ca as’. rought about, and that there was then! noe
et t“‘b}ing out t}le agreement. The draft m
o the:,t: e plaintiff’s solicitors on Saturday diaap‘prov ;
i iat tement that it was neither approv d |
oo T;le Qf its return, a elerk from the office of the
— r tendered the deed to the plaintift’s

ortgage being immediately engrossed an execnte®s g B
plaintiff’s solicito ing ‘with ortgag® ot

rs having with them the M & defeﬂm ‘

money to make the cash . B0
. payment, agail nE i
xl:presentatlve. Again something was said a u.t e ximh%ga@@ b‘
ortgage, the defendant’s repi'esentative saying ;e mort ,ml
tion only o° i

five. Thefffhe

str:uctions were to elose the transac

b'elx’lg m{’d.e to mature at three years inste® " ars ', ye
m.f 5 solicitors then offered to make the erm T yedwmw
original contract so stated it, and they o

p!'e.sentative and the defenda;lt went to the regist?y oleﬁﬂg ;
amine the original. It was then agreed 10 s a0 ™
transaction until the following Monday, and tHE*




