
THE ONTARIO WEEKLy NOTES.

PACAi7D v. 'LEBRECQuE-RoBE, j.-JULy 6.
Vendor and Purcha8er-Agreemènt for Sale of Land-Evù

Mistake -in Description-.Rectifiat<>n of A greement.A et irectification of an agreement for the sale and purchase o~clated the itOth April, 1916, so as to make the description
contained of the land which the plaintiff agreed to buy corn~with what he said was the real subject-niatter of the bargain, iconsequential relief. The action was tried without a jury atBay. RosF, J., in a written judgment, after setting out thiand discussing the evidence, found the issues raised, whielissues of fact only, in favour of the plaintif, and held thplaintiff was entitled to the relief claimed, viz., a declaratio.

the truc agreeme.nt between the parties was that the defesold and the defendant bought the land "secondly" described
written agreement, together wiîth A those portions of th(shewn on plan M. 72, iLe., parcel 9868, of which the defen1ai
the owner on the 1Oth April, 1916; and a decee for specififorinance. Something was said by the plaintiff about an
ment for a lane, from the land sold to a certain stream; btwas not xnentioned in the pleadings, and the plaintiff's evi
concerning it was not corroborated; so the learned Judge d,deal witli it. The defendant was ordered to pay the plai
costs. G. A. McGatighey, for the plaintiff. G. R. Brady, f


