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ebentiue . . . for the sum of,$2,000 la, is>uedl.
deo in 30 yearvws from the Lst . Dcmbr 10, ih
st at the rate of 5 pur cent. per annum paya vrble asi hiereinhe-
Lated." The words "a, hereinhefore stated" eere not Io
nount of prnipal or interest to bw pnid, but to thie sec
deignated for- paYmrent, on presentation of the coupons -al
lice of the Trea-surer of the To,\nislipi of Tlcmr~ iTh,
ture issuied provided for payment of ai00 u th 1'rasrw'
b)y annmu l istalmunts of $8.3,"hh alcsprini-

and inere~taegd at, 5 per cent. pur annumn so that thre
amouint of principal and interest m-ill be paid at the expira-

f 30) mei"ad attached to the rebntres -werc 30 coupons

ie plaintiffs alleged mnutual mistake of futi(t; that the innual
mû should have heen $130. 10; and thait thie defic-ieiin at
ne the action -,as begun amountIed W $390.63.
ie Iearned Judge said that the counicil acted in good faith
Ltended to provide for thle payment of interest at ;- per cent.
interest averaged" the draftsman mean)t intlerest on th(,
ýe of principail rooney. Thle annual payment ýshould( have
W130. 10, as contended by the plaintiffs. 'There w-as niothîig
Lify a claini for compound interest, and no dlaim was set Up.
ie Limitations Act did flot apply.
iûre was mutual error and a right Wo re(formtation. As a
r of construction, a contract was expressed in both the
r and debenture for paYrnent of îierest atI 5 per cent, on
tual amnounts of prniplroney f rom year to yeazr unpaid.
ret averaLged"l was meaningless surplusage and W tbe rcjectedl.
erce should be judgment for the plaintiffs wvith, costs; the

i forin of the juidgmenti wýill be settled hereafter.
:-e w.)s a mnotioni for judgmentf, the costs of whîch were Ieft

dipfl f by the trial Judge. No co.,ts of that motion
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sad-Proocaion-videce--arnges.--Th plintiff and
liant Iived upon adjoining faris. The action was for daim-
1 r asault. It was tried at Walkerton wit1hout a jury.
)x, J, ini a written judgmerit, said that there was very great,
ity between the two accounts of the affair as given by the
i. They wvere respectable mnen;- and, if the action had Wa

emndon the evidence of the parties Wo the action alone,
would be difficulty in deciding which story oughit Wo


