
was nOt re0Ogized as a party by the plai
neither a party tb the agreeme~nt nor to the '

ing it.
It camiot 1,e found upon the evidence thi

Uuch rnistake or uxisapprehiension witli rega
being pur'ch0.8Od as should prevent specif
There were iio representations as to the limit5or absence of settiers muade by the plaintiffs,fully aware of fixe facts witix regard to settle
forth i his report. There was also a refoer
izxg the discussion on thre 2nd October, an(
then muade no0 objection, but werxt on witlx I
anrd finally elosed thre har~gain with full l<nowlior with suex knowledge as should have put
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limits as they then were, il lie could get then

Thre objection to the plaintiffs' want ofo~f hy fixe f orni of tire judgment, whicli only
fendant to take thre property in case a good tiis net a valid objection to an action by a vei
tirue of the contract he in hn fw+ #1I koçl pQf-


