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: KELLY’ J.:—The only point in dispute is as to the lenvgthfof
- @ of the mortgage which was to be given to tl_le vendor for
Dart " e pUPChase-money; and, by reason of this, the defen-
Vi eomendS, a valid contract was not entered into. himig
ﬂlefmm Plaintjfy signed, and delivered to the agents wit dw s
o Pmperty had been listed for sale, an offer to the :iefen an -
Imwe € anq McLaren, a clerk from the agents oﬁiqe, su‘ -
allfit&d 1o the defendant, who returned it on the following tda)tr.
gy Ve Wstructions for changes in the price, the amoun ﬂ(])
lhs _I'ayment’ the amount of the mortgage, and as to makmgd (;
hﬁltfalments of Principal and interest payable yearly instead o
Vearly

' agﬂi;lhese alterationg were made by MecLaren, and the offer was

A'n‘th"ta‘ken by him to the plaintiff, who initiallec} the alteraqlo?si,f.
WMM fon Place about the 26th and 27th April. The plain 1‘
Aty ‘eLaren Oth say that the defendant signed the ac'cgp.t.alrlxcg
¥ th thes(z: “hanges were made, and before they were initia ed
;thﬁine pl&lntiﬁ" and McLaren adds that the defen‘(:lan.t initialle
th& et € he signed the acceptance. The plaintiff also says
tio, ,‘le N the €r was brought back to him to have the altera-
dg‘fe lmtlaned’ they had heen initialled by the -defendant. The
! uam’ 01.1 the othey hand, says that he did not sign thg ac-
ing 'bcae L aftoy the plaintiff had initialled the alterations;
oﬁer'b.’)’ St betore signing, he himself further al.tered th;
fve ’yearsn_lakmg the term of the mortgage three years instead o
Yeay ltze:;ntention 10w is, that at no time did he agrie to a.uﬁnvteii
& e i i ptance
;f:erhemadei‘}llethat, 1ot having signed the aceep

ratig alteration from five years to three_ years, whi_ch
Itiaued‘th’ . maim’ained, was made after the plaintiff had in-
nmnt e changes, pe and the plaintiff were never agreed
3 hat term ] p

: thy :

from ﬁvh;s tI thing he is mistaken. My view is, that tpe change

g he tha: three wag made after both parties had signed. It

y&&r tery a e ‘defend&nt afterwards wished to have a three-

&th % Vie’w I:d B M2y have made the alteration in that respect
€e

: oty intj it; but that, under

e 8 the plaintifr agree to it; bu , und

‘i‘:':& 80 inx(lili’:,i?zeels’ €ould not haye assisted him, for the alteration
: Msgible forct Y made

as to render it almost, if not altogt:ither,
t0 qogq,. Y One, on the closest examination of the docu-
Op et, ‘
" thy, yeael‘m!ne Whether in jtg present condition it reads five
:lt “a as readily he reaq one way as the other.
to 0;:? Question thape may have been of the defend-
Ject on the ground of want of agreement on the




