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id Prhar-gerntfor Sale of Ln-udae'
,i for Speccific Pefrao-UmudRsiinby

,r-InaÂlityto C'onvieyjwhoýle InIterestý inLd-niiu-
rG Remore Objedlion to il- o ~ù of Areet

~Iicbiliy-Wilingessof Thýird e&nEttldt li
'St tb (7onvy-A-tbaL-men.t in uchs-pie

fiaaer's action for speeific performance14-t of aitgeein
le and purchase of land.

~tion was tried wýitliout a jury nt Sandwicrh.
Dýleary, for the plaintiff.
Davis, for the defendant.

J., Ii a wvritten judgment, said that thE( question waws,
lie defendant was entitled to rescind the contraet pur-
a clause which provided that, if the purchaser should
-e vendor wvitli a valid objection to the titie wliicli the
ould be unable or iunillîing to remove, the agreement
nùll and voii..
,fendant acquired thc land in 1915, and comnvyed it, in
inself and his wife, as joint tenants. Iater on, lie and
ýparated, and at the time wlien the, contravt suced upoAn
ýd into tliey were living apart.
aintiff mnade an effort ta pureliase lu 1919. Aftxrsae
of the, prioe, the deVendant said lie would e.11, bult lie

iald be ueoessary -that bis wvife should sign the agreement.
iat Ile told the plaintiff more than this, bait the Iearned
not think that lie did, and diâ not blieve that the

mew, or liad reason ta know, that there wsnynecessity
ife's signature other than the ecsiyof 1)arrinig lier
iLter the plaintiff ai-d the defendant hiad agnred upon
âd the statemient lad b),en made as, to the iiecesity of
the wife's signature, the plaintiff and the defendant
e lier at lier liouse, wliiere she expressed a willingness to
,ad sold, The defendant and she then con8ulted apart
,Aantiff, and lad sanie discussion as ta whietler, lu case
rent througli, they should divide the purdliase-mioney,
r the defendant should keep the puirehase-money and
a zonthly suin for the support of lierseif and lier child.
,ed ulpon the latter course,, and it was thue i wife


