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ment waa em*bodied. in the following cor-
respondence:

"Cornwall, Nov. 12th, 1874.
"DR PINGLE, CORNWALL:

"DicÂR SiR,-I offer yen one thousand dol-

lmi for three.quartera of the northi lLal lot
number twenty-one on the south aide of Second
Street, ini this town-the three-quarters to b.
measured off the west side of the lot ; the depth
of the property to be, et le-t, one hundred and
thirty-two feet. [Here follow the terms of pay-
ment, which were flot dispttted.] Youra truly,

'-(Signed) H. SANDFIELD MACDONALD.*'

"To H. S. MACDONALD,
IlCornwall

lun consideration of the terns expressed in
the foregoing letter, I hereby accept your offer
for the. property above mentioned, and upon the
conditions yon. atate above.

Il(Signed) GEORGE PRINGLE.ý
"Cornwall, 12th November, 1874."

The worda in itali38 Were interlined, as
sworn by the plaintiff, by the defendant
himself, at the plaintiff's request, to pris-

vent any mistake, the defendant at the

time saying it was unnecesaary to do tbis,aa

the measurement showed that the bargain
wau ouly as to the north hall of the lot,

The deed whioh was SUPPOsed to carry

the above agreement into effect was pre-
pared by the defendant, but was a convey-

ance not of the west three-quarters of the
nMrthlid but the wegt three-quarters

of the wliole lot, the words describing the

depth as one hundred and thirty-two feet

being omitted, as well as the words
denorth hall. " The defendant, in hie ex-
amidfation, at first expressed a doubt
whlether the word8 nortk half, interlined

in the letter signed by defendant, wer3 Mi
hie handwritiflg, but on being pîresed,

asserted that they were not.

The case was tried before Mr. Vice-
Ohancellor Blake, whose judgrnent was

substantially as followB:

IlI find but one question to be anawered.
Wus there a binding agreement between the
parties for the sale and purchase of the West
thre.quarters of the north half of lot number

twenty-one on the south aide of the. street I To
determine this, it is necessary te decide the,
question -la the copy of the agreement produced
by the plaintiff, with the words « north haf'I
interlined, in the saine atate that it wus when
it was handed by the. defendant te the plaintiff t
Cen it b. found, fromi the evidence adduced,
that the plaintiff was &o utterly dishonest as to
alter it ? Certainly net. He appears te have
acted throughout as an honest man ahould. If
the north half was flot intended, why was the.
depth. one huudred and thirty-two, feet, in-
serted? If the defendant bought the whole lot,
these words or figures could flot give hum au
inch more. The depth was inserted in the
agreement because the north haif wau intended.
Fromn the timne of the Firat conversation with
French down to the completion of the purchaoe,
the defendant knew, and knew right well, that
sucli was the urnderstanding. He, in person,
meaeured the land to that depth, and with hua
own handa planted a atake to mark the. extent
of his purchase. Thare wus no room for miap-
prehiension on hie part; ha meeaured and mark.
ed it If I arn forced to conjecture between
the fwo, I would certainly rather Bay that
the defendent had forgotten that h. had
interlined the words 1 north half, then that the.
plaintiff conld b. guilty of an almoat criminel
act in inaerting them. To a certain extent the
charge of fraud was laid egeinst the. defendant.
As te the proof of fraud, the defendant'a action
apoke more loudly than words. Even taking
the defendant'a own copy of the agreement,
there vas a diacrepancy between it and the
deed, inasmuch as the 'one hundred and thity-
two feet' contained in the former, were entirely
omitted from the. latter. Thle defendant knw
that all the. lots in the neighbourliood ver. two
hundred and sixty.four feet deep, and therefore
muât have known that he vas bargeining for e
part of the north haif Qily, and it wonld have
been objectlesa inaerting the vorda «'et lent one
hundred and thirtjr.two feet if it wus intended
te refer te the whole lot. It vas claarly the.
duty of the defendant, who vas e solicitor cf
this court, te draw the attention cf the plaintif
te this change, but h.e had net done se. L. B.
5 B. & I. Âp. 64. As te the. exceptions taken
te the plaintiff's pleadinga, there ia nothing
in them. I amn clearly of opinion that the
plaintiff ha proved the. allegationa of the.
bill, and vill grant a decree Ordering the.
defendant te reform the deed, by re-conveying
the portion of land te which he was net entitled,
and that the defendant pay the plaintiff hie
coets in the. suit."
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