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MKENZI F, v. MORIZIS MOTOIt SA 1, S c(O.

Fraud (ind Mi~crs itinJota~ of LAnd*Us1!qn< for
Lau< 'IéprenalÎons as Io 7au( cJo Lan<- asid

Appealb flite defendants fromi the ugie of MAs'1EN,
J., at the trial NwIitit a1 jury ila f11Pu Ifdç~pairitifi, '1 ;M
avtion for dangsfoi.>ra of pli ageuinlw<eh h
dlefendats weuru 1( foivr the plintij t\wof inotor q;rrs ii

efonsideration of antasgunn by the plaint iff lo tht' <1efun-
dants of a moiaeof a farni.

The <lefendailts alleged thiat the plaintiff had mnisrupreseated
the vauf the farîn, asithe dieverY aflgi Ile*v\ hadI de-

livcr 10 one 1- th ar's, and t refused Io deliver. the other.
The defendaits ()utrlimddaimages for falsu riq1resexnta1
tiolis,

The, appeal was heard by MIEDErTII, C.J.0., GýA&euuw, MAC-
LARVN, MAÎÎ,and JLooGINs, ,T,.A.

Gordon Waldron, for theapelt.
(;. T. Walsh. for thr l)lailiff, respondent.

GARRQW, J.. ee ing te judgmilent of the ('ourt, said
thait the material reipreseutlation iade by' tho plaýintif was
thait ho had reiîItlY sold the farin for $4,500. Thev nîortzage
assignied wais for- $2,306.1O. The statement wasN flot substantiaily
Sapported 1)'y the proved faets. An exehiange is not at ail ilie
Maire thing as a sale. The plainiff also rpeetdthatt the,
mor-tgager( was worth the priee of the Iwo vais. TPhe orily pos-
sible ceoijelusion upon the evidenee wais, thatI the plaintiff's
o)pinlion watt flot merely erroneous, but so glrosslyN err-1oneOUS that
il emuîd not have heem honestly held.

4"- 0. W.,.


