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propoffed to read a letter fromn a debtor, written <'without
prejudice, " in order to take the case out of the Statute of Limii-
tations, and it was objected that the creditors -had flot assented
to the stipulation. Chiof Justice Tindal declined to admit the
letter i» évidence, and, with regard to the point as to the credi-

* tors' assent, lie reinarktdl that if they did flot like the letter with
t the stipulation they inight have sent it hatck. Another instance

where the court adopted the saine view is to be found in lbRer
Steamer Company; Ex parte Mitchell, 25 L.TI. Rep. 319, L Rep,
6 Ch. 822.

Privileged ]etters cannot lie rend subsequentl3' in order to
prejudice a party on the question of the eosts of the action;
Walker v. Wilâlier, supra. The saine rule applies wlieiher the
privileged negotiations are oral or contained in letters pasaing
hetween the parties. When the basis of the negotiations is once
privileged, the protection covers ail suheiequent comm' i-at ions.
Thuls, when an offer has 'been mnade ''without prejudice," the
letter in answer to such offer is privilegéd, and the protection

0 thus afforded extends to ai 1etters %ihich foIlow : ('p. Ex par.1:
Harris- Re Iartis, :32 L.T. Rep. 417. It i4 not oper to either
party by his own act to, limiit the extent of the privilege. h,
to hend a letter in subsequent correspond'nce witIi the words
''this is not Nvritten %vithout p-e.judiee"' la, of course, wholly
ineffectual to prevent the continuation of the existing privitege.
If this were not so, it Nwould 1we possible to ineorporin snc
later letters references to previons offers anîd thus destroy tlic
efficacy of thé protection. It niust be reuiemnbered, however,
that if the ternis of an offer niade *'without prejuidice'' are
accepted, there will be a conchuded contract which eau he en-

~ fforeed by action: WIaJkcr v. WIilsh e?, tiupra. Thus, in~ Holds-
wvort v. Dim.sdale, 24 L.T. Rep. :'360, where a defendant suedj on
a bill of exehange, in a letter heiidcd 'without prejudie''
o«fered to waive the absence of notice o>f dishonour if the deht
was accepted without coqs, the plaintiff apeepted the offer and
dircontinued his action. In the new action which he then coin-

s rnenccd he was held. entitled to rely on the .vaiveî' of the notice
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