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wer proeeeded against for damages for iuducing theq,,I otrac(tor
to breaik bis contraet, or otherwise than upon the writtenl t-of-
tract in question, the judgment against them should flot bev
allowed to stand. Although the plaintiff eainot have the (q uît-
able relief of speeîie performance, because he faîled to regristur
his agreement, and so permitted, it is said, a bonâ fide purhi r
for valuable consideration without notice of bis rights, to ac(quire1
the property, yet he ean have the commen law relief,daae
for breýach of contraet; 'but nonle but the parties te t hat et ri-.i
ean bli hble upon it.

The learned Chief Justice said that he was unaible te follm%
Melntyre v. Stockdale (1912), 27 0.11. 460, de ili not wel
deeided; he aise referrcd to In re Northumbrland-ýii Av-enue 110144(,
Co. (1886), 33 Ch. D. 16, Lavcry v. Purseli(88) 39 Chi. 1).
508, and Elmore v. Pirrie (1887), 57 L.T.R. 333, whiehý ar ited
ini M.elntyre v. Stockdale; and to, Bagot Pneuxnatie Tvre('.v
clipper Pnieumatic Tyre C'o., [1902]1I Ch. 146.

The appeal of the added defendants should bu allouwed aa( itho
action lismtissed as to them, with sueh costs of action and ppea
asq they had inceurred in their own defence and whichi arm-pa-
able fromn the costs of their co-defendant.

As te the damages to be paid by the defendant tdel,îe
bail been assessed at $2,500, which nneant that the inan whio
bouight the land for $7,500 now said that) thle Mznnwos~i it
to himn for that prîce should pay daigS as f thle mi1 '%as
reailv worth $1,0,000 at the time the tranisaion should have qbeen
elor-ed. The measure of damages is the, difference betwcon thle
price agreed on and the aetual value of the Liind atI the tiine h
the eonveyanee should have been mnade.Thrwa oeedne
that that dlifference wais $2,500; but tha retc upoii theteti
inony of land aigents speaking of inflatied specutiviýe valuie ; and
the actual saile made àn good faith te Morton shwe that *ý1,200
was the enihaniecd price. There would he iseo somne othier itemns of
itnconsiderable ainounit in the way of daaesvhiehi, with somef
rea-4onable iadvane over the $1,200, woffld iawke$l0; n
el,r0oo wvoud be ample compensation to thc plainififf aý eao
ibIe damnages for the defendant Stodgel 's bro.eh of his ;191rle
nent.

The appeal Rhould be allowed to thaIt exten't, a"d thie dg1zit
,edueed te $1,500; there should be rnecosts ef the appeal as be,-
~ween the plaintiff and thec defendant Stodgell,

RIDDVLL and LE--NNOX, JJ., eoncurred.


