
Lord Romilly said à propos of a tender which had been refused: I must, there-
'-fore, make a decree to take au account of whaît was due for principal, interest,

end costs on . .. the day of the tender; and if the amount does not ex-
c' eed the £'57o tendered, the plaintiffs nuît have their costs of the suit." In
Greenwvod v. Suteliffe the mortgagees refused the tender, and a redemption action
became necessary. Mr. justice Stirling held that it wvas in consequence of thc
reservation referred to above that the litigatioin had become necessary, and
therefore the mortgagar wvas only entitled to the common redemption order.
The Cat'it of A1ppeal, however, decided that the conduct of the martgagees had
necessitat.cd ihe action, and ti-at the mortgagor was entitled to an order in the
forin se; tied in Har:ner v. Priestley. 1'1 should regard it as remarkable," said
Lo-.i justice Bowen, "if the law 'vas supposed to be unsettled on the question
of tenders. A conditional tender is flot an effectuai tender in law, but a teïider
under protest is ail right." Mortgagors should bear this in mmid when they
wish to pay off a rnortgage.-Law jouriial.

RVOCATION 0F OFrFEiý.-There can be no effectuai revocatian of an offer
until the revacation is brought ta the rnid of the persan ta whoiin the offcr wvas
made. Sa it has been held by the Court of Appeal in Henlhorn v. Fraser, Notes
.. Cases, P. 54. reversing a ju .gment of the Vice-Caclo fteDcya

Lancaster, and the judgnient appears ta be perfectly correct, The case was a
very curjous one, The offer, -which wvas to seli certain hause praperty, wvas re-
voked by letter on the day after it was mnade, but accepted aisa on that saine
,day, the acceptance being posted after the revocatiori was posted, but before it
wvas received. How is this consistent with the farnous judgment in The Hotise-
hold Fire Instirance Co. v. Granit, 48 L.J. Rep. Exch. 577, in which a majarity of
the Court of Appeal (dissenticitte Lord justice Brainveil) heid, overruiing The
British and A mnericait Telegraph COI;patY v. COlsOni, 40 L.J. Rep. Exch. 362, that
where a prapasal by letter is accepted by letter, the contract is compiete at the
turne af the pasting af the letter af acceptance, even although such iettec of
acceptance has never been, in fact, received ? WVhy should not a revocation
take effect from the time of its being pasted, j ust as an acceptance daes ? We
think that there is a clear distinction between the twa cases. An acceptance

t da revocation are essentiaily different. When once an offer is mnade, the
re.vacation of it must be made under the saine circuinstances as the offer itself;
that is, with camplete, flot only constructive, communication ta the other party,
whose acceptance, if it can be posted before the revocation is received, wvill bind
the cantract.-Ib.
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