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seindcd. The partieulars of sale stated that the teniey of the
land ini question would expire at Michaeimas, 1919, when vacant
possession iiighit be had. One of the conditions of sale provided
that if the ptire!aser éshould insist on any objection to titie wieih
the vendor should be unahile, or on the grouudf of expense, be
unil1iling to renlio-ve, the vendor might, hy niotice ini writing,
rescind the saile. Prior' to the sale the vezidor had liad eomnmuni-
t'at ion with the tenant iii possession, wheveby he, was led to sup-
pose that his tenaney voul in faet eXire at Miehacinas, 1919.
After the sle the tenant elaimeil thiat ils no notice to quit had
been giveni, hoe was entitlcd f0 retain possession ~ii1i Miehaeimas,
1921. The puirchasmer hiivitng objeeted to the title, on the~ ground
thit ose.îneouild îîot ho given inil neeordanee with the par-

tearthe Vendfor give nlotjev of retsc'i8sioi. Trhe plaintiff

brvaeh of eoli rart. liliwieuiee, J.. -whoi tried ti 41ction. hceld that
the î'eprescîîtatîon ais f0 possession, thûugh ervoius. had been
innioeeitly miade, and iii tht euotwe the vendox' eould not
be adjudged guilty of "cklsses hil mkilg it. and wvas thore-
fore entitîrd to recn.but als before the Ilititf liad attelmpted
ta deal witliflic propcrty lie had exucsyasked the defendants'
so0livito. ils to whether vacanlt possesNion wvotild be given on1 Sep-
teniher 29, 1 919. anid they. without fitu'tlwrýi iquiry, had assured
hhuii that it wvould, and on the faith of this stateient the plaintif£
haid imace arrangements for a resale, although lie dismiRsed the
act ion he gave the defendant n6ecosts.
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IX IN DESCRIPTION OV'L i-RII ~ ~R~M~T
,1f»-or v. Leivis (1920) 2 (hI. :326. This wvas an action li,

-îvlîascî for specifie poi'fornuuiec of zi contr et for the sale
of a bouse. The bouse ivas deseribvd iii the contract as No. 232,

hecsthe bouse both parties undcvrstood wits being sold mnd
purchasewvs really No. 233. Bt'fore the abstract iras delivoed

thle vec.idoi.s' solieitor's wrote to the puirelaser 's solicitor stating
- the' correct iiuinber of thc pî'enises pur -elased .by your client

is No. 233."' The doýfeiidatt did inot p)i.ttd the Statuite qf Fraludm.
bit on his bebiaîf il. was coiitendied that flie plintiff eould net,
obtailn speeific perforillice of a 1vriti il e>ntraet with a îwirol
vaiaiîtion. Therc iras, lîowevcî'. no dispuite as to tht' fact of the
inistaike; a eonitract te sdil No. 233 was I)1eitdeÛ, anîd a coiniion
inistaike iii the rreductien of the contî'aet to writing was alleged
anda nit deird, iiffl Eve. .,. held that the iinistake did îîot pr'e-
vent the enforvenicuit of thic <cuit cnet of whichl lie dcereed speeifle
perfo 1,1a nce.


