
price of $2,100. If it means the former, there wý
ini existence to which the accePtance could be ap'
even if Rutherford's letter had stated the facta
the naine of the proposed purcliaser had not been
the telegrain canno~t refer to plaintiff's written o
29th April, because the defendant was in ignoranc
sncli offer had been made. On the other hand, i
grain is to be regarded as a direction to Ruther
no more than an anewer to hie inquiry whether t.
a-nt will sali s.t the price nanied. It contempla
Contraet will be subsequently entered into: liarve-
[1893] A. C. 552: and is an a.uthority to Ruti
accept any offer which may be mnade to buy at
Rutherford never aeted effectively upon that au
ha did not accept the plaintiff's offer in ivritin
point of view, therefora, is there any valid contra
ing betwee-n the parties snificient to satisfy the
Fraude, and the judgment of the learned trial Jui
be aiflirmed on the ground. ou which ha reisted it.
dance suggeets more than one other difficulty in
tiff'8 way, but into theiu it le net neceeeary te en

ARM~OUR, C.J.O., MACLENNANý, and Moss, J
curred.

Appeal dismised with coets.

H. G. Tucker, Owen Sound, solicitor for pli
MeKay & Sampeon, Owen Sound, solicitore 1

anis.
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