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*Ut>rruidv ICte-0wdw in orru~c-Efc plot lllolf(iang ll hr
8ienC *,"Uto' Dufy and RinJ h VA<nr forlm.

C.rovkwit'~ Fkdwr 1IL & N. li3epr Martin, B.,

Addrk~ v.Dixoli . S. p 1, aaid Scinlan v.
McDlollough,. 10 C. 1'. loi, rt4frrcd Vo.

Appeal I1w p1ainltiffi, froînl Ju1dgnwî1t, of MRCIH .~
diaiising action Io uoînpul ppv1el foriananee of an algriets
ment to 4dI1 curtain larnd. Thi-gcean or option gavep
lilantff s a certain nibeiI(r of d> iVini whIH t Ioeaie

Te trial .JdeheM that 11- pllint> fi, ad failod to mk
out a contract;. that Ille document rigi l 1111-wdth

wor "hity"whrethe word - iliiity"- in the d10(1u111-11,
as produced. Wa18 written, aý the nuiniber oif day wiîhi

which the mash~< Wi to lwvopetd that in oiw<f
thlat,. ktndl ioking1 at thev ex aodnav aracter of thu

iuaruxent-al seateetiit ould ni bc founld. in tEek
confliit <if viecthat thev option mils orgnllylý for inety
davs; that defendant 1terct 1,aughIiit did not know thlat thv

aeoepaueiis writtenl aut velrd plaintâtta, and that,
if it was o wvritten) ,11Laughtonl did noit kniow it wfi: there;

ad thakt, there having Îeen at inateril iilteration of tEie
option, tEev plailitifs> eou>ldl noi sueeeecd.

G. F. Shepleyv. K_., for linitifs>.
C. C. Ooing, Toronto Jtlnc(tiq'n, for defenldant.
The. jud(gnitl of t1W (Court (FERCGUSON, J., iýawnnII.

J.) via dhve by

dewded ventirvly tipon t1e :inIgle qusin astheg


