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briefly to a fewv of the cases whicli seem to be more especially
pertinent to the the present discussion,

In sorte of these cases' a prelîminary question Fas presentcd
itself, viz., whether the evidence adducet- qhows the conclusion of a
bilateral contract, or merely indicates ét~t the person to whom the
offer is made is willing to be bound by the terms proposed in the
event of his ultimately electing to accept the offer. The answver
to the question depends of course entirely upon the words employed
in the communication, written or verbal. which have passed between
the parties (y).

The consent of ail the persans ta whom an option il, given is
necessary to the exercise of that option by one of them (z).

9. Acceptanae must be of preffise terms oft'red.-There is no such
acceptance as the law requires in order to create a mutualIy bind-
ing contract where it is conditional (a), or varies in its terms f-c;m

(y) A vendor's exercise of an option ta iake alease of the premnises soid by- liiim
at any time within twelve years. after the conveyance as su ficiently established,
where the vendorhbas written to the vendee a ]ctter, whiclh is expressly stated to lie
"a temporary thing untUl the completion of your purchase, and the sigrAng ofi lie

agremen bewee usalradypreare reatie t th fuureholing of the fat-fi
by m,' nd as subeqaaraty hd te ue ofthepraert an p id rient. Powell
v. Lvegove 185) 8 eG.M. G. 57.On te oher and whre t he owner ot
premsesoffrs o sei tem or speifid sauta b pad sx mnths after date,
'athrwie te oferta e nit, nd he the paty eclresthat he herebY
accets he ffet herr ismerly unlateal ontact suh aceptanice boinig
tantmout t anaccptane a th coditon tat he ffe shuldbe void, if the
.~ne shuld lotbe pid t th da appintd. ~~'vtt v Mcurry (1886) 14

Ont.Ap t6 a no aetac Can be inre from a letter which sinlîiy
aîtnàts ta a offer by the party having the optioli ta mneet the ownler of the landi,
iol a :otic. t at he *wii then be ready ta nmake tender of the price and execitte t le
j-ropý agreements. J'ItLsv. Whaiehrad(t869) 2o N.J. Eq. Se. Sa there is novalid
ct.rt-,-,. where, no consideration being received by the de endants for givitg tlimi
option, the defendant offered by letter to receive fromn the plaintiff companty, mmtd
transpapt fromn one city ilamed'ta another, railroad iron flot to, exced a certain
,,umi'ur af tons, during certain specifled months, at a specifled rate per tomn anmd
the defendant answers, merci y assenting to the proposii but dotes not agcee
on bis part ta delive- any iron for transport. The letter anîaunas ta nothing nmore
than the acceptance of' an option by the plaintifi campany tor the trans.portathion
af queh quantity C' iron by the defen dants as it chose. Chicago &c. R. Co. v. Datte
(1870) 43~ N. Y. 240.

(9) Pratt v. ProN1Y (1898) 104 1awa 419-

(a) Hyde v. Wreach (1840o) 3 Beav. 334 Compare Ltices v. jantes 0849
H4aro 410 W'eaver v. Barr <1888> 3t W. Va. 7,36 aofler tapay on the terms speciiied,
so stoon as the owner shauld convey it by proper deed.1J


