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etiou that the description of the land sliould give' to the
slntiff a depth of 140 feet on the eastern limit. The defend-
its did flot consent to this, and negotiations as to other details
n4iued. The conveyance was executed, and, on the 2lst Feb-
ary, the pl aintiff 's solicitors wrote stating that the conveyane
ast bie amnended so as to, make the description conformn to the
aintiff's contention. They said that Mr. Walker insisted upon
tting the additional 40 ft. After telephone conversations and
ndsrenfes between solicitors, the defendants on the 25th Feb-
ary wrote appointing the following Thursday to, close. The
aintiff was not ready te close, anid did not recede f£rom his
mtention that lie shoijld get the 140 ft. on the eastern limit;
the plaintiff's 8ohceitors, on the 27th February, wrote ean-

Iling the agreement.
Àfter ail the negotiations and delay and the plaintif 's con-

iued refusai to accept, the case is flot one for specifie perform-
ce of the contract as the defendants interpreted it. The
itiff was unwiiling to carry out and resisted carrying out
e 'eal contract until his reply te, the staternent ' of defence.
ie position taken by the plaintiff is, that lie was riglit in has
tezpretation ofithe contract, that he was right in refusing toi
mplete the purchase when the defendants werc ready, but that.
w, if lie fails in his contention, he is willing to accept the
fendants' in-terpretation, as there will bie a profit to, him in
doing. If a profit to him, there will be a corresponding lms
the cestuis que trust. As between the parties, the defendants
sentitled now to consider the agreement at an end.
The plaintiff's case is buîit upon Preston v. Luck, 27 Ch.D.

7. The present case goes much further in standing for and
iertmng an alleged conitact not proved. The negotiations bie-
een the respeotive, solicitors for the parties were exceptionally
Il and protracted. The plaintiff took bis stand upon a con-
Let the evidence or which the defendants denicd. The plain-
E took his chiance to get more than the defendants intendcd to
1, and hie should not now complain if the defendants called
the whole agreement.
I flnd that the plaintiff did repudiate thc contract, and that
idefendants did not refuse to carry out the sale until after

ýh repudiation.
1 arn of opinion 'that; the defendants did ail th-at was neces-

-y to cancel theceontract, and that the notice of sudb te the
Lintiff was sufficient as te forni and substance, and that thxe
tie ini point of - timne was reasonably suffilient under the ci:-


