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1 also the laniguage of Armiour, C.J., in C18arke v. Josolin
16 O).R. 6,78. anid vonclided his wriÎtteui rkuison for

nt thus :-Aftcr carefufl consideration of tlii, whûiepvi
aid havingr re(gard( to ail the circurnataneessurnin
isaction, the coneluision 1 have corne to, and 1 liave eah
ithouit anY doubt as to îts correctniess, is, thkit the deed
lie plaintiff to the deýfendant Woods does flot emhbody
e descriptioni of the property intenided b)'y the parties to
It with. The evidence convinees me, and 1 finid, that
j~e purchaser, through her husband and Davis (solicitor

husband>), asked to, putrchase, and whai;t the plaintiff
Ad to seli and offered to seil for $3,500, and what the
ger intenided to purehase for that price, anid what the
Lnit Sophroni Bétresford intended as seoit-1y for thie
advanced to hier co-defendant, was the property' shown
ground as the lumher-yard propertyv, the niorthegrly"

xry of which is the line of the south wall of thie barn on
iutiff's homnestead property and its continuation westerly
river, There wili, therefore, be judginent declaring that
rtherly boundary of the land intendcd to be sold and
sed and intended to be mortgaged, to the defendant
)rd is the south lime of the barn and its continuiation
y to the river;; that thie coilvcyance from the plaintiff
defendant Mabel S. B. W\oods be reformine so as to

lhis into effect; and that the mortgage f rom the defend-
bel S. B. Woods to hier co-defendant be Iikewise reformed.
junetion restraining the defendant Mabel S. B3. Woods,
rývaiits, worlcmen, and agents, fromn entering on or tres-
,upon or interfering with the plaintiff'% property north

t lin. is made perpetual; the other defendant is like-
.truined. The plaintiff is entitled to has costs of action.
ýartlett, for the plaintiff. J. IL. Rodd, for the defendants.
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!*kilrs-Btatement of (Jlaim-Ifringemnt of Patent
.,Jostponement till after Discovery.-In an action for

reetof patent righits and use of trade marks. the de-
it uaoved, before pleading, for partieulars of aUlegations
in the. statement of claim. Tiie Master referred te the
Bus se of Batho v. Ziminer Vacuum -Machine, Co., 3 O.W.
9, 1152, and said that it seemed sufflelent at this stage to


