
PObua~,I.1 ;Ii,!d IIî iîvwdah fo eoiil>v o \%..I sUt>-
Stjtt&4, ''heplaintil il 'a li r'' rîifeolgt

(if Ill',e in Lh ont ract ou I 5hFbuay 9

it witin al rei nal fan'. Ith delfi nldanIlts, h1aý>ir
in11gwie t1itirl righit t" r-o7ýindI1 tht' .'oîîtrwi t ise o! nion-
compietioni on 1)III Febuay,11, wvr enitlid ouly i;-
insistý thlat hr Ail1d bo Ilo nraoa1dey;andi in
cas'e the p);tllinil 1houId unras:onably dea the- cornlplciil
thcoy xnighit haveu gixunl hit aI lotice to oîplt withi1I a ea

onletirneu tb bi Iixied by tliiwm or thatI thcyý %vould trteat thle
conrac asrc~indd. Bult sucli al nonice could onlly Le

gvnallber fiei p)]laintift1;( lai ' il giltly fl ranb
delay, and i-ouild iot bev giveniii anipaio of siuli dly
,rhe authtoits upfon thiis questýion arc c-ollectedi iii &Iru

v en,1:3 ChI. D. 599.
TI, notie rdlid on by thu dicfeudants ns inig a per-

euplo-y day %o complut in i> tho jette lu,! M r. Vaudi-rvoort
Io 1ic plainitiff's -solic itor of 2011h Febiruary, 1901, Thatf

k-uir appears to hav ibcu wr littenI tindler ill Ilislaken idiea
that the letter of ilhi-bruary, 11.01, hild not affectud 1,1ic
detfendaniiits' riglit to initupon al strict proiau
of titi cotret 1it nîy hwjelwfrated as a:l tet
tu tie p)linitf!ï that if lie failed to coniplete the matter by
ist Main-ch, t he defendants would uonsider tmsle ic
liberty ti) troat th otatas ut an end. BuIt thle plain-
tifr dow) 10 thle datei o!f the letter had not beeni guiilty o! a.ny

uneaoabedulay, ami So there-l wa;s u riglit InI flic defeu-
dants prxtriyto fý-X a nlew daty for cmltoa.11i
Mr. Vandervoort's letter o! 2th tlrar did not crntitle
thle defenudants te forfeit thec contraet on lat Marcii.

The defendants, thuerfore, lu nxy opjinion, were not jus-
tifiedý( in refusinig to) eoînIplete2 the uontrlaut. wIen thle p)lainitil
press;ed for uomupletion on 2nd Mardi, and thxe plaintif J'S
ejxtitled tu suceeud. The aptpeal shoud iii xny opuinon> L
allowed with oos, and ilhe plaintiff hould have thxeuua
judgnient for spcife performancii(e, woif h ost to flic trial

niui - s iNv. Furîheur directions and submequent costs reserved
tili after ruport.

ARrON ., referrcd a., b waivor to lairris; v. Ilobipl-
Kon, 21 O. 1. 3, 19 A. R. 1m4 2ý>1 S. C. I. 390 ; a"; tg) mal-

ing fine the essence of fiti agreemenut b otce tu Gi-cen.
v. Seven, 13 ('ii. 1). 589; as to delay a! ter wavrfo Mc
donlald v. Eider, 1 Gr-. 513, )52(;- as I raoalees
notice ami ifs ternue, to Cumponi v Bagley, [ 1892 1 1 A

ail, Renolds v. Nelson Mieddows & Geldert' IL 18,y


