
mjilît hiave been.ý donc pending the application under tlie
vepdor0j iiiid 1>urchaser Act; sc Re Nichols, [19t0] 1 Ch. 4-5.

Tue d1aim as to cancellation of the contract called for
an action 14etrmn thie wliole eontroversy, and as a con-

~euneof tlîii týeessiveý litigation, inuch outlay for eosts
has been incuirrod. 'l'le purchaser obtained bis costs under
thie vend4or andl puireh1aser application, ani lie should pay
coazts o)f tis, actin in w1iichi lie faîls. But the taxing officer
s1îoiild niot aillow for- iini ' o tlie documîents copied out 'in

M.huoiif statnin of claim.
rflîe, application ia uînî~c n tlie 601 March, 1912,

:111i tlie ordor wasi en il n0w 2,3rd MYardiý. On the l6th
Marchi th11wrba wr(ot wýitbidraiwing fi rom tlie contract
and( rcton b oînpbŽte. 'l'le action for s-pecific performn-
ance ; was buii r) onl the 4th May, 1912. 'l'lie p)urchiaser imfight
baveýi tkii joc-So at lic cbiosen, andi iotiee xvas given
huIM lIatfic eno would witliouit prejudice î1isposc of the
liav o,! t0w lniw~îd look a fter t lie- %u ced pending, the iesuit
of fic cin E ec was givenm that flic propcrty hiad
bco-me decirftu te i extent of $300. But tbat is far
he 'voi the mark; flec deterioration will bie far more than

ocrdby 1 lic $5to bie paid for the hîay-a sum which will
entire to the beftof the defendant, Hll. Judgment will
be for flic bialanice of thie price, $2,800, andi in strietness he
ohouldl aliso pay intlerert, sonne $160 or so. But 1 will act on
tlhi- citer or thie plaintiff to takec $2,800 and the $75 without
interest. Thie lamd is vested iii the defeîidant, who Îs to
pay $2,800 ini a miontlî and( costs of aetion-with lien on the
lai d tili piaid; the plaintiiff i to colleet the $75 f rom
l3roiigl1ton.
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