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I think the appeal should be allowed and the action d¥
With COS"/S. %yl

Megeprre and MaGeE, JJ.A., reached the same
giving written reasons.

Garrow and MacLAReN, JJ.A., also concurred.
" Appeal |

REYNOLDS v. FOSTER.

Vendor and Purchaser—Contract for Sale of L“
Frauds — Incomplete Agreement — Descrip?™=
Knowledge of Purchaser—Eztrinsic Evidencé
Land—Terms of Mortgage to be Given by
ner and Time of Payment of Principal.

Appeal by the plaintiff from the judgxpent
O.W.N. 983, dismissing an action for specific Pe!
alleged contract for the sale and purchase © land.

The appeal was heard by GARROW,
Maceg, and Hopeins, JJ.A. .08 0

C. A. Moss and T. Moss, for the plaintif-

Wallace Nesbitt, K.C., and E. E. Wallaces

MerepiTH, J.A.:—The conclusion of the ®
there never was any concluded agreement bet
to the time for payment of the balance of th od
$4,000—the payment of which was 10 be 86€
upon the land in question, seems to me t0.be’
the evidence, and so ought to be wel’“d‘n" ;
being so, there never was, expressly at 2%
agreement between the parties for the
property. If one substantial part of an &
one link missing—the contract is 5
binding, however well the parties Wﬂwu
otherrspeeh;thttis,ofeonm."w e o
and it is incomplete in an essential part.



