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fzsrovtnce of Manitoba.

CQURT 0F APPEAL.

Fult Court.] CONLEY V. PATEESON. [April 8.

Vendor and purchaser-Specific performnance-Agreffment of sale-
Reference Lu more frnrnal con*raci Io be 8ubqequeidly prepared-
Statute of Fauds.

A receipt given by the vendor'is agents t.o the pure' kér for
the cash deposit on tI sale of tend suhject to ti'e app:oval of
the vendor, if it contains ail the ternis of the contract and is
sufficiently executed to satisf y the Statute of Fraudls, and L~
sale is subsequently approved by the vendor, mill he bindîiug
on him, and the pIIre'iaser wilI be entitled to, enforce j<pecific
performance notwithstanding the prcwision: "$1 ,5W0 to ho, paid
in cash on ezecutior of the nccessary agriement of sale" in the
receipt there being no more formai agreenment of sale
executed afterwards. Von Hatzfeldi v Alexander (1912), 1 Ch.
289; Winn --. .jull, 7 Ch. D1. at 32; Ro»iier v, Miller, 3 A.C. 1121,
ani Mun, )e v. Heubach, 18 M.R. 450, follov.'ed.

The signing of the receipt by the &gents as "agents for owner"
was sufficient to satisf y the Statute of Fraiiifi, although the
naie of the owner was fot stated in it. Rossiter v. Mille, 3 A.C.
aýý p. 1140, followed.

O'Con ntyr and L>y8art, for plaintiff. Gall, K.C and C. tS.
Tupper, for dtpfendants.

Full Court.] [April 8.
MCNEaNrEY v. FoRRESTER.

Negligeence-Fall of iuall of d<knmped bi1ding--Liabiliti of <-ne r
for de,noge8 eaused by.

Appeal f roin jucdgment of Metcalfe, J., noted vol, 47, p. 025.
Hleld, that the owner of a damaged house whose w-alis are, to

his knowledge, in danger of fallUng is hound to exorcise the utnmo,-t
dilizenee and cannot delegate te others, whethcr contractors,
aruýiitects or enidneers, the duty of takik.g effectuai meails of
preventing the falling of the 'vall to the injury of perscw--ý occupy-
ing adjoining land or their property, and it is no exceuse that he
placed the nmatter in thù- hands of an architeet or a building
ir.spector upon whose skill he relied and thut ho, ini good faith,


