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8rant ;4 ol‘ests in the discretion of the Court to|can : Beasant v. Wood, L. R. 12 Ch. D.; Hart
T eas; refuse it, according to circumstances. | v. Hart, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 670.
Helg ; Must be a beneficial one to the tenant. | If the plaintiff and defendant have agreed to
certain terms of settlement of such a suit, such

er a‘ llnen?lis case, where a tenant for years
Sough, ¢ Ise made subsequent to a mortgage,
0 redeem 'the lands in the hands of the

re m: SWI?O had obtained an order for fore-
Ot & par uit to which .the present plaintiff was
Plaing; )’,dthe l.ease being a beneficial one, the
'“Ortg: a rlghf to redeem, i1‘1 the event of
Helg 5 gee refusing to accep.t him as a tenant.
tim, \ efoso’ although the plaintiff had at one
ive up re commencing  this action, offered to
Mycp asli(})isesslon on payment of $40, yet inas-
e endan; is offer had not been accepted by the
i or acted upon at any time, the plain-
done nothing to waive or prejudice his
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o action brought for redemption, however,
&) endant (the mortgagee who had foreclos-

0
hejg bEred to confirm and adopt the the lease
efen, Y the plaintiff, Before action brought the

tﬁim had refused so to do, and had, indeed,
mag PrOpt.zrty to a purchaser, said sale being
ful e Sl?b_]ect to the lease. The purchaser
el hotice of the lease :
iy the tardiness of the defendant in con-
Cosgg g to affirm the lease, only affected the
!)arl’e(,j ;he defendant had done nothing that de-
ing ¢ er.fro'm confirming the lease and accept-
o '€ Plaintiff as tenant, and as she was willing
o gonfirm the lease, the plaintiff could
edeem,
i ta‘;\i}y be said, as a rule, that every one hav-
n l.edlnterest from the mortgagor in the land,
€em the mortgagee.

A?‘nol(t'z', for the plaintiff.
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Aoy VARDON v. VARDON.

r‘:’ for alimony—Right of plaintif to com-
ml.s”’lfe*Rule g7—Enf rcement of compro-
e ;‘Se.’pamle negotiations for seltlement car-
sots on stmultaneously between clients and their

Citors respectively—* Without prejudice”
.0: fmarr.ied woman can not only bring an ac-
amem' alimony against her husband in her own
S but she can also compromise it, or deal

it as she pleases, just as any other suitor

contract can be enforced against the defendant :
Wilson v. Wilson, 1 H. L. Cas. 538.

If, in such acase, negotiation with a view to
a settlement are carried on between " the parties
by means of letters marked “without prejudice,”
and if, by means of such letters, a perfect con-
tract has been come to between the parties, the
letters may be given in evidence to prove the
binding contract notwithstanding the restrictive
words.

If parties to an action authorize their solici-
tors to enter into negotiations for a settlement,
and while the negotiations are proceeding, one
party, unknown to his solicitors or to the solici-
tors of the other party, writes to the other party
personally withdrawing from the negotiations,
and the respective solicitors, not knowing what
has taken place between their clients meanwhile,
conclude the terms ot a settlement, such settlex
ment will not be binding on the party who had
thus withdrawn from the negotiations, because
the other party had direct notice of his with-
drawal. In such a case the one principal has
direct notice from the other principal that the
negotiations have been put an end to.

Semble, if in such a case the principals had,
between themselves, entered into an agreement,
and the solicitors, in ignorance of what the
clients were doing, had previously concluded a
different agreement, the agreement made by the
solicitors would bind, because prior in time, and
made by and under the full authority of the
principals. ‘

On the same reasoning where the two princi-
pals negotiate, and either perfect a contract or
put an end to proposals for one betore the dele-
gated power to their agents has been fully exer-
cised, the acts of the principals are the binding
acts, and the subsequent acts of the agent are
of no avail as against their principals.

Blackstock, for the plaintiff.

Bain and Gordon, for the defendant.

Wilson, C. J. C. P.] [June 6.

EDWARDS V. MORRISON.
Mortgage—Priority—Notice.
On April 4,1863, M. the ownerof land, mortgag-
ed in fee to the Canada Permanent L. & S. Com-



