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84 ac. 3 r. 4 p. or ihereab)oitq, sub.ject to a condition that any
incorrect staternent in the partieulars wa.Q iiw/ t-0 3111n11 the
sale, nor was the pur-ehaser to be allowed any comnpensation in
respect thereof. The property waus conveyed f0 the plaintif! ac-
cording to a plan of the property which wits inilorsed ý,n the (leed.
This plan shewed that there was included ini the propcrty pur-
ported ta be conveyed a sfrip of land 100 feet 1< ;g by 36 feet
wvide, whieh .had origin«qily heen part of the farrn, but am f0
whie-h, f0 the vendor's knowledge, the md.joiring.- proprietor hadi
acquired a titie by possession. 'lle conieyance contained the
isaal. iinplied ,oveniaits for titie. Sargant, J., iwho tried the
action, held thaf. the iinclu.sioni of the strip iii the plan
eould flot he tr,?atedl as falsa deinonstratio, and that the strip
%vas included iii the parcels e-onveyed. He also eaine ta
the conclusion thaf the condition of sale ahove referreci to
could not prevent the purchaser froîn rccoveiring damnages
undler thie covenants for tîfle, for any defeef of tidle to the
properly cow%?eyed fo Nvieh sueh covenlants were applicable; mnd
also, that the omission of flic vendor to prevent the iadjoining
ownem; froin acquiirinig -a thle hy possession te flie îdrip coni-
sfîtuted a thing ' 'oinitted or knowving]y suffered" by the vendor
within the narilîg of his covenant and that it wws izîîat-rill
that the vendc'r Nvas undIer no duty to prevent it. H1e also held
that the proper ineastire of daniagcs in sucli a case is flec differ-
ence ini value of the landl purported te be coinvpved and the liiid
%vhichi actually passed hy flic conveyance.

MORTGAGE-F ORECLOSURE; lPROCEIDINOS--RECEINER - liICENTSE 13Y

MORTOAGERS TO TIIIRD PARTIES T) WORK PEAT ON MORTGAOED

PREMISES.

8ýtanbford Spa.ldinqi Bainiig Co. v. Keeblo (1913) 2 Ch. 96.
This was an action for forecosure in Svhich a receiver had been
appointed. Tie Tnortgaged property eonsisted of a large tract
of land, 'principally valuable for the peat beds thereon. The
plaintiffs applied, before judgiînenf, for the sanction of the
court to an exclusive license, which they proposed te grant for
a terni of years at a preinium and royalties, to work the deposite
of peat, but -Sargant, J., held that the court had ne jurisdietion
to sanction the proposed license. H1e, thierefoie,,dismissed bhe ap-
plication, buit, as lie thoughit the question a fairly argnable one,
without costs.


