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VENDOR AND PURCHASER-CONTRACT BY LETTERS.

The question whether certain letters amount to a contract
for the sale of land within the Statute of Frauds is oftLen a difficuJt
one. One of the leading cases on the point is Hus.gey v. B orne-
Pay1 ne (41 L.T. Rep. 1; 4 App. Cas. 311). There EarI Cairns,

LU.referring to a contract by letters, thus laid down thc law:
"I is o11p of the firsi principles applicable to a casc of the kind i

that where you have to find Nour contract, or vour note, or

your memorandum of the terms of the contract, in letters you
rmust taike into consideration the whole of the correspondence

wlîich bas passed." *That, however, was onuy a dirtum, aT.d

nust be rea(l.with reference to the fact that in'that ca-,e there
were, prior to the date of the two letters which were relied upon

as. satisfving tue Statute of Frauds. certair terms wbich bad
l)CCI (IiscussC(, lhut had flot be,-n settled l)etweell the parties. In

Bristol, Cardiff, and Sivans,ý Aeraled Brend Company v. -Vagqs
(62 L.T. Rcp. 416; 44 Ch. I)iv. 616) Lord Justice lxay <then '-\r.
Justice Kav) followed and approve(l of t.hat dictum, observing
that, it biLe the danger of the Statute of Frauds berng lIsCd

as a trap to catvl an îînwary vendor or purchaser and bin<1 bini

1-Y a contract when flie real intention wvas negotiation only. But

in Bellainy v. I)cbeiihani <63 L.T. Rep. 220: (18~91) 1 Ch. 412:
affirmed on appeal, for other rmisons, fil L-T. Rep. 478; (1891)
1 (Cb. 412) ".\I. Just ice North consiclered t bat t 1e reînarkS of

MNr. .~sieKav lu Bristol, Ca<rdiff, «-r., ('oi.ipapiy v. .lIugts went
t oo fa.. and N\îr. .lust ive North decidvi-d thmt t boigh whein

('<ntract is roiiti.) 1îîed in let ters thv wbole <'orrespondennce Ilotl!l

lw looked ajt, yet if once a detinite offer bas been mnade and i t

bias been accel)ted wit hou t quialificat ion, and it appears, t lat t he

letters of offer and :iceeptative contained ail the ternis agreed on
b)etveenýi the p)arties, the coînplute contract tinis arm.;%ed at ean-
flot 1* affected hy subsequent negotiati>ns. WNben once it
is shewn that theme is a coinplete contract, furtber negotiations
between the parties cannot, without the consent of both, get ridI
o>f the commret alreadly armived at. Î1w point camne hefore, Mr.
.Juistice Sargant lu the meeçit, case of J'crry v. Suffidlds Lirnied


