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Payment; particularly as to what amount plaintiff woul
able to pay annually on account of principal; plaintiff sa
in answer to the solicitor 's inquiry if he eould pay $100,
he would flot like Wo state, -but would undertake to psy at
$50 per year. The solicitor was flot satisfied with titis,
plaintiff ays he proposed giving an undertaking to stanè
loas that might ýbe oceasioned by default ini keeping up tite
ment. Plaintiff appears to have got the impression that
waa satisfactory to the solicitor, and that the solicitor
authority to complete the agreement on defendant', beha]
cannot find that there was any sucit authority.

1 do find, however, that on the Saturday night menti
the plaintiff and defendant agreed upon $1,600 as thte par
price, but that the ternis of payment were not then agreed i
and that down o te tume that plaintiff and the solicitor mi
the latter 'a office, these terina werc still open.

On the evidence, and eapeeially in view of defendant 's d
of instructions to te solicitor, ýI do flot find that there wai
agreement on te part of the defendant as to te ternis of
ment.

Thte inanner and time of payment were a material part c
agreement, which, in order toesatisfy the requirementa o.
Statute of Frauda, should have been set out witit sucit pai
la9rity and certainty as would enable the Court to ascertahr
define firat, whother or flot payment was to be in cash,
secondly, if not in cash, on what dates and in what armoiun
paymnents would ho made.

What happened in titis case fails short of âupplyixng
ternis.

As waa, said by Mr. Justice Teetzel, in Rýeynolds v. Fosi
O.W.N. gr83, at pp. 985-9S6: "while the Court will carry
effeet a eontract framed in general terms where te law
supply the details, it la also well isettled that if any detail
to ho supplied in modes wich cannot be adopted by te C
there ia thon no concluded contraet capable of being enfoxi

Here iV wR, necessary for the parties to have gene a,
further titan they did, and definitely Vo have agreed upi
terns of payinent; titat flot having been done, te plaintiff
net sueceed.

The nogotiations were earriod on soxnowhat loosely, ai
hold tat an enfoeeable contract was made would meau
furtiter titan tite faeta warrant.

The action wll thorefore ho dismissed with costs.
I have coIn. Vo titis conclusion somewitat reluctantly,

thougit in my opinion te defendant did not render li


