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- :if land, yet where the purchaser subsequently presents a formal agreement for

g-nat“re, which includes terms and stipulations not contained in the letters, and
M;s is followed by a correspondence reSpeCtiI}g the terms of the memorax?dum,
: ich Culminated in the vendors withdrawing their offer, the Court will not
{. tll::mﬁcauy enforce the contract contained in the letters, because the conduct of
! Purchasers had shown that the agreement was not complete, and that under
: V ti : circumStances the vendors could withdraw from their offer, even witbin the

® they had limited for its acceptance. Inshort, as Kay, J., says, (adopting the
QOI:lg;uage of Cairns, L.C., in Hussey v. Horne-Payne, 4 App. Cas., 311), where a
tor Tact of this kind is sought to be made out by letter.s, you must loqk at all t.he
a, “Spondence that has passed, and cannot draw a line at any particular point
d Say, “We will look at the letters up to this point, and find in them a contract

Or »
"0t, but we will look at nothing beyond.

ROM!SSOR" NOTE, PAYABLE ON DEMAND, MATURITY oF—EXpPrEss RENUNCIATION BY HOLDER—BILLS OF
XCHANGE Acr, 1882, ss. 62, s.s. 1, 89 (53 VICT, c. 33, s. 61, D.).

E'an re Gem’ge, Francis v. Bruce, 44 Chy.D., 627, a nice point unde_r the Bills of
holghange Act (53 Vict., c. 33, s. 61, s-5. T (D)), came up before Chitty, ]. The
tive crofa Promissory note, payable on der.nand,whlch had been given by a rgla-
th, t.o Secure a loan, on his death-bed desired the note to be brought to him,
day, it Might be destroyed, as he desired to forgive the maker of the note the
i Search was made but the note could not be found, and the.hqlder tben

Shected his nurse to draw up a written {nemorat.ldum to evidence his m‘tentn')n.
: thay Made a memorandum in writing stating that it was by the holder’s dying wish
§ % the cheque (sic.) for money lent to the maker of the note should bg destroyed
I s, Sfound. This memorandum the nurse herself signed, but it was not
O od by the holder. The note was discoyered after the holder’s deatl{, and his
- Oy ators applied to the Court for a decision of the question of law involved.
| Ny, _ Part of the maker it was argued that a note payable on demand does not
’ hefoure until demand is made, and, therefore, that it wasa simple contract which,
¢ breach, might be released by parol, and that what had taken place
4y Unteqd to a parol renunciation ; and, further, it was argued that the memoran-
4 Chy ’ Made by the nurse, was a sufficient renunciation within the Bills of Ex-
| 8 Cbirtlge Act, s. 62, s-s. I (53 Vict., c. 33, S- 61, s-s. 1, D.). Qn the ﬁrst_pomt,
| N Y, J., was of opinion that a note pa}fable on demand, is at maturity the
: loy ent it g given; and, on the second point, he held that the.rr.lemorand.um was
& Mta Sufficient renunciation within the Act, and that a writing to satfsfy the
| dog© Must be an actual renunciation in terms, and not merely expressive of a
gy OF intention to renounce at a future time. And this, apart from the ques-
N t& Whether in any case a memorandum Signed by an agent would be sufficient,

| ) Which he declined to express an opinion.
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STocy COMPANY—WINDING UP—BUSINESS NOT WARRANTED BY CHARTER—VACATING ORDER
] n ERIT 1S DRAWN UP, BUT BEFORE ENTRY. L holder ¢
4 I icati a shareholder to

‘%’t ¢ Crown Bank, 44 Chy.D., 634, was an application by bod o q
' *J+ to wind up a company, on the ground that the company had cease



