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not entitie the other to enforce a eontract which cornes withinÎ

the fourth section."
The reanona which are given for the mile that payment of a

part or the whole of the purchase rnoney docs flot constitute a
suffitient act of part performance are flot aatisfactory; but pro-

bably the moit logical reason is that put forward by Lord Sel-

bor ne in Mladdùjon v. Alderson, sup., viz., thxit the payment of
m:ney in an equivocal act, îlot in itseif, until the connection i

established by paroi testimony, indicative of a contract conccrn-
ing land.

The ac-L uffuaily relied on as part performance is the letting of

the purchaser into, possession of the land. "Admission into
possesson," said -Sir Thomas Plumer in Morphett v. Joncs

(1818), 1 Swan. 172, at p. 181, "having unequivocai referenc
to the eontract, bas always ben eonmidered an act of part per-

formance. The ackno-,ledged possession of a stranger in the
lanud of another 1. not expliable exeept on the supposition of ant

ag±reemecnt. and bas. therefore. eonstantly been received as cvi-

(leniee of an antecedent contract. and as sufficient to authorizc
aut in.quiry into the ternis; the court regarding what bas been
ilone as a consequence o'f <oitraet or tenure."

Wherc the letting into po.'nessiolî i îollowed by aets datnc out

the land by the party so ]et in. the case of part performiance is al

tuie eas&er to cstablish. lit Lester v. Foxcrof t, sup., the party

seAking sj)ccifý- pcrforîuaîîee of- the paroi eontract ciîtered the

lai) 1 whieb the other party had agreed ta let ta hini. and at bis

<w-n expense pulled th- heouse and built several new ones.

and hce had aetually grnnted leases of sanie of these bouses ta

s"Ilue third parties. Ail that had been donc with the knowlcdge
anîd consent of thc other party to the contriate.

111 Cook v. Corporation <>1 «'coford, L. Rej). 6i ('b. App. 5.l
a inuîîieipal corporation pnsticd a resolution agreciug ta grant a

hanse for a ternu of thuce hundrcd ycars to the plaintiff of a

piart of thbeach opposite a field of the latter. The plaintiff

huiît a wail and t.r eout part of the beach, and the court 1

lield that the corporation were ohliged to grant thc lea.e. Again,


