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VENDOR AND PURCHABER-MEMORAYDUM IN WRITING-PLAD'-fÇ,
SIGNED BY COUN5IEL--STATUTR, OF FRAUDS (29 CAR Il., C. 3)
s. 4-(R.S.O., c. 102, s. 5).

Grindel v. Boass (1920) 2 Ch. 487. This was an action by a
* purchaser for specific performance. The vendor Mrs. Base was

an old woman of 77 and clainied (1) that the contract had been
obtained by undue influence, and (2), that she had p.reviously
agreed to sel! the pro perty to a Mr. Earle. Earle was then made a
party defendant and set up by way of couniterclaitn the <rontract

* with hiru and claiined spo-cifie per!ormance. The plaintiff objected
that the prier contract w*th Earle wvas not enforcelable because
there was no suificient note in wvriting signed by the vendor; but
Barle contended that even if the plaintiff could raise the objection,j which he denied, the statement of defence of his co-defendant
Bass %vhich set out the ternis of the contract and wals signed by
her counsel was a sufficient memorandum within the statute, and

* wi this contention Rlussell, J., agreed.

'RNIAL ANI) AGENT-CONFIDENTIAL LETTER CONTAININ D-
FAMATORY dTATEMENT AGAINST TRIItD PARTIES-BREACH 0F
DUTV Y e AGENT-LiBEIj--DAMAGES.

Weld-Jlundell v. 8u.6phefls (1920) A.C. 956, has reached its
final stage and baws ended in the defeat of the plaintiff but 'liot

* ~ ithout a difference of opinion on the part of the learned Lords
* ~Who heard the appeal. The case wvas a somewhat curieus and

unusual one. The plaintiff bad %vritten a letter te bis agents
containing some defamnatory remarks concerning third! persons.
The agent carried the letter te the office of a persoîi nanied Hurst
and there ncgligently dropped the letter on the floor. Hurst on
iinding it had a copy made and sent te the persons defàmred, who
forthwith brought an action against the plaintiff and recovered
damages against them te the amnount of £7,50 and costs for the
defamatorv statements above rnentioned, and under this judgient
the plaintiff had te psy £1,769, The plaintiff thereupon broughit
the present action against his agente, through whose negligence

* the pIoaintiff had been exposed te an action by the persons defarned.
ýj Darling, J., who tried the action, although the jury gave a verdict

in faveur of the plaintiff for £650, nevertheless disrnissed the
uction. The Court of Appeal held that the plaintiff was only
entitled te nominal damiages, and the House cf Loi-ds (Lord

v Finlay, Dunedin, Sumner, Parmoor and Wrenbury), have now
affirrned the judgment of the Court cf Appeal (Lords Finlay and
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