
RE COWAN AND BOYD.

h MaIýrci, to tie appellant, or hier husband, 'viti reference to, an
ension of the term. In answer Vo tiat letter, tie husband of the
)eant wrote, on tie 24th March, saying that; lie would renew
lease for one year from tie end of the present year, at an

;ance of $5 per monti.
On the 3lst Mardi, fie'respondent replied to that Letter as
owuNs: "We, received froin, Mr. Cowan a letter t.o tie eff eet tiat
enewval of lease, would be satiîsfactýory at an advanee of $5- per
nti. We are paying inow as higi a rent as 've feel 've should

80 soif you do not see your way clear to renewv at tic present
tai, -we would appreciate an early rel, as ve pur-pose buying
I would like tine o decide on ahouse. W ee eevdfo

seil."
To hils letter the appellant's iusband rcjoined( on flic 5ith
ri, 1920, saying that lie would be in Toronto be(t\Necn the 2fth
ril and the 1sV May, at whichÈ time lie wouild eall on ilhe
pondent.
On the 19th April, 1920, the respondent wrto flicappellant
follo'wing letter:, "As it lias biecomne necessary for me Vo arriVe

a decision at once Nviti regard to re-renting4, vour house, sud
mot wait for Mr. Cowan's visit Vo Toronto, 1 have decided to
*ept your terms, of S75 per monti, bjegIining: September ist

To that letter the appellant's husband replied as follow.s:
our letter to Mrs. Cow-an received, and 1 wishi Vo informil Vou
cannot renew your eaeunder $100 per mionti. 1 'iii lieý In

ronto on or about April 30th or May lst. Under the higli eost
taxes, repairs, etc., y-ou will understand tic nccessity of fis
vance."
On the 27ti April thc epnet wrote Vo flie appellant fie

lowing letter: (M' owan's- letter of April 26fh h las heen
ýeived. In lis letter of Mardi 24thilie madie a definite offer of
iewal of lease at an advane of 85 per mionfl. In may letter of
$r1 1tR, I deflnitely accoptcd tiat offer, whici I must. now oeg¶iýrd
definitely binding on both parties."
The question for decision is whether or flot the respcndent'sý

ter of the 31st MNardi was a rejection of fie offer of Vie appellant.
The Court is of opinion Viat tie letter of fie appellant's

sband of thle 5th April, in reply Vo tie reapondent's of
, 31st Mardi, left open the off er of Vh(e 24Vh Mareh for
lther discussion; and, that being tie case,, that Vie respondcent
i1 a rigit Vo accept flic off er, when lie did so 1by tic, letter of the
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