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week, sigiued by the defendant 's humband and alleged to have
been accepted by the pldintiff by letter delivered within the wveek.
The offer did flot contain a su fficient depcription of thA property
anti there was no consideration fur the giviug of the option. The
plaintiff es le.tter of -acep tance mi- flot-produeed and lic had kopt
no copy of Lt, but undertook to give the contouts in bis evidenee.
The defendant andi lier husband botli swore that the defendant
liati not givei lier husband any authority to sigu the offer, but
the deMendant hati expressed to the I)lftiftiff a williiigness to seli
the property at the price mentioncd andi iad referreti hmn to lier
husband whio xvas iiot living with her at the time.

hI refusing to decee specifle performuance of t1he agreement,
the learDeti jutige gave his reasoils ais follows:

"The facts of the case znay be suminarized thus: The land,
thoiigl pur-cla1sed wv:tl nionley given to the d&fendant by lier
husband, stands iii lier nine andi is legally lier propcrty. The
agreement or op)tion wu% signed by the husbaid. andi, as sworn to
by both, Nvithout any formiai authority to Iiiii to dIo so. 'fie saitl
document does not give a coinpleto description of the landi as it
does not state where it is situate, whether Lu Portage la, Prairie
or elsewhere. This iiniglit be suppleimetited by oral evidence if
everything elsc was in proper £ormi; but the document itself is
thereby ineoniplete. The letter if acceptancee is flot produceti;
its presurneti contents are verbally given by the plaintiff, but that
is very îmnsatisfau-tom'y. That leaves soiie uncertainty as to it-s
truc contente andi even as to its date, The agreemient or option
is not under seal andi was given without any consideration. With
sticli defects, incoinpleteness, uuieertainty and total absence of
eoîîsicleration, 1 do not see how~ the Court, under the ciretum-
stances of the case, can deretpcii performnance of the saiti

agreimmet.''Action disumiisseci withi costs.
h1udson andiJc>h~n for plaiuiitf. Anderson and 1Vil-

itnns, for defendlant.

Dubue, C.J.] GIoRD)oN v. LEARY.

Pirin.cipal and qn-I dslcdprincipal.

The defendant's son, J .0. Leury, with the assistance of de-
fendant, oi-ened up a meat shop in Miarch, 1906, and carried it,
on for a few taonths; without success under the flrm- rame o
J. G. Leàry & Co. In the following June, the defendant cm-
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