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ised te mign. It ie quite true that would-be vendors shouid make
fheir intentions clear, but the answer is they do net. There is aie
a curjous lack of authority as ta howv far a soliciter cau bind hie
client in the condurt of the sale. We imagine, for instance, that
he can dive further time for making requisitions; but suppose lie
gives this tixne and afterwards the vendor, being preseed by sorne
awkward requisitian with which he refuses ta compiy, contends
that the soihý'itor had no power to alter the terms of the contract
in this way, so that the requigitian is out of tirne, the purchaser
wouid lie more cornfortable if he couId find a case in which if was
heid that the vendor was bound by the extension conceded by hie
solicitor.' Rossdale v. Denny (post, p. 262), is aiso an interesting
case, as it gives the imprimatur of the Court of Appeai ta the
principle that, where the documents relied an as constituting a
binding agreement are expressly "subjert ta a formai contract,"
there ie a strong presumption that those documents do na t represent
a cor -11ded agreement. The Master of the Rolls guarded himseif
against eaying that there never couid be a case in whieh those
words were empioyed and yet there was a binding contract. We
can quite under-stand that there might be a case iu %vhich the
context wouid show that the contract was reaiiy conciuded, but
tlae parties would like it expressed iu formai language. Tt is,
of course, disappointing to any-one 'vho thinks that the property
(if lie je the purehaser) or the purchase price (if he is the vendor) is
hie aftei' the price has been agreed an, ta find that these are only
negotiatians. and that the other L;ide im nat bound ta carry them
into effect. But vendors should bc grateful for the decision, as
under the informai contracte they wouid be calied on ta shew ai I forty yeara' titie, which in many cases is impossible, and in many

t others oppressive.-Lanv T-irne,.
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