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the stock at least suggests a doubt as to the bona fides of his
dlaim.

I have corne ta the conclusion, however, that the delay doos
not shew the non-existence of the allcged contract, and that
the plaintiff's acquiescence or submission was induced by the
intimate business and social relations thon ani3 for many years
existing between the two families-the Curries and the Mc-
Greggors-and by the close business and personal relations
between the dcccascd andi the plaintif!, as well as the consid-
eration of the younger for the older and the deference with
which, I would expect the plaintiff would probably trest his
father's trusted partner and intimate fricnd. And why not?
The money of MecGreggor the eIder, and of the deceascd, had
furnished the plaintif! witli profitable employment in the
past, sud( -1: stili substanztiailly the basis of his enterprises. I
accept the cý\iduee ,t' 11- plailitiff as, bcing iii ail essential
partîculars accu rate aid trustworth.

It iQ argtied that flic contraet was not definite, in that
it rnight nîcan either shares at par or above or below par.
1 think it was quite definite, andi was for ton shares of the
nominal value of a thousand dollars; or, ta put it the otiier
way, it M'as for $1,000 worth of flic $2,500 wortli of stock tlic
<leccasi.ed would receive in the transaction a-ý part of what the

dec'dwoul get. This nüueýsaily incanit at par, and,
beling a thousand dollars worth necessa:riIY mecant ton sîjares.
And tliese shares are oarmarked ; theY wcrc alh>tted as nuni-
ber 54.

Is the claimn barred by the Statute of Limitations? I do
not think the statute lias any application ; but, if it bas, the
plaintif! is not barred. Where a contract is open ta more
than one construction, and the parties are silent as ta one
of the terms of the contract, a plaintif! seeking ta enforco
it must be content ta accept the inost unfavonrable construc-
tion if that is tîte way in wlîieh the defendant understood it
et the time. flore, wben the plaintif! asked for the stock,
the deceased did not dispute bis right ta it, but merely dis-
puted bis rigbt ta get it thon. H1e said '<1 was not ta give
it until the property sold was paid for in full." The plaintif!
grumbled, but acquiesced. No time had been mentîoned,
and botb parties recognized wlîat the deeeased contended for
as the meaning of the contract. This seems' reasonable
enough, as the deýeased was transferring tlic shares in con-
sideration that ho would be proflted hy what tlie plaintif!
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