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planted six acres witli cucuibers anld delivered severa
Io the comipany, whio paid for thein, but it is cleai
the evidence, that they were not received by the cc
as under the alleged contract or any contract wi
plaintiff, but were reveive-d and paid for as cuci
offered for sale to the comipany's agent at Stouffvil]
purchased by hiru on their account.

1 do not think that the post cSLrd a-mounted to a pi
to purchase the erop, which, according( to plaintiff's
she intended te grow that year, on the terms mer
ini the post card, and that the delivery of the cuci
&niýunted to an acceptance of that proposai, whlicl.
remnaiued open for acceptanice by plaintif!.

Carlile v. Carbolie Snioke Bail Co., [1893] 1 Q. J
is, 1 think, plainly no~t applicable: see remiarks of ]

IàJon pp. 269 and 270.
It is plain that the comnpany required further ni

tion lq the plaiiitiff, and the post card was not an of!e
to acceptance hy a mere affirmative answer.

Brogden v. Metropolitan R. W. Co., 2 App. Ca5
and Clarkea v. Gardiner, 12 Ir. C. L~. R. 472, do not liE
plaintif!. The principle of the latter case is wholly
plicable to thîs case.

FERGUSOeN, J., concurred.
Appeal dismissed with coats.
T. H. Lennor, Aurora, solicitor for plaintiff.
St, John & Ross, Toronito, solicitors for defendant
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