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upon ti g t1 adîini t ft. After telephone conver-
aai ns id cofrncsbtwe eiîcitors, the defendants
,on ilt v5î Febrary et appointing the following Thurs-

dav to close. Plaintif! wasz net readY te close, did not; recede
frii ii contenition iliati lie sho( ie the 1 t> ft. on eastern
limit se, the plaintiff's soliciteirs on 27ýth FVebruary wrote ean-

Iiiig tilt, i Ieelietit. M l( 1r il1 liîý- 4111aiois a d delay
and plaintiff's eoiiiiued, refusýai to 11wt h cs is net
one for specifle performance of' dte eontract as de(fendalýnts

inerrccdit. 'T1e plaiiiini!ua uni iin o carout, and
resstel crryng ut tlle rual toiitracti, mil is iS to the

statcment of deec.Thet position takii Ily plaintif! is,
thiat hle wasý righit in h1is inepette f tlle contract-that
he asrighit in refuising te onpteprae when defen-
dants readly, butf that now, if lie faits iii bis cýontention lie is

'Iil,,g te acetept deuft-ndants' interpri-tat il as4 1111reý 'Il b)e
a profit te o liii se doing. If a profit te) 11in1, iltre w1i
be a corsoniî oss te the Cestui; que fru.den1. As hetwoe
thet parti4-ý, the defendants are eileld niow t onie thie
agreoirnent at an end. The p1ainitiîfl' casisP buit upen

,Petnv. Luce, 27 C'h. D. 49-,. The, proesent caegoes much
fiirtherýi in standing for, and msetna liee contract

neot ped.Theu neg1otiationsý 1)wea h respective selle-
itorsý for thle parties were, exceptioîîaliY fit and1 protracte'd.
The, pla:intilf teck Ilis standi( upoil a eo trac th existence of
whichl deffnanlts deied. Thel plaintif! took Iiihac to
get more thani tlle dicfendantS inittndfi te si, alnd Ile Shouid
not no opanif the, deedat alied off thie whole
agreemwent.

I flnd thiat lte plaintif! dlid repudiate the contract, and
that the dlefendfants did net reuete carry toit thiv salo uintîl
after sueli repuidiationl.

I arn of opillni that thle defen'idants dlid ail thaï; was
xieceRsaar to eaniel the e-ontract, and thant thie notice of such,
te thev plaintif, wais ufiiîtas te forîuî amî ustne and
that Ilhe lliîtic in point of tirne was reasonabiY b-ufr1cien1t

TIc dfendntsby the letter of their solicitors; of the
25thFebrarv,1913, s:tated that tlîev \vuid returui te the

plaintif! thle check for $1,000 depesit. Counsci for defen-
dan'1ts, at thev triai, î,ail lie did net ask te tiae that deposit
forfeited. to thle fnat.
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