
the inattei? Phiintiff's letter 'of the lOth June wa$, au ac-
ceptance uf the defendant's effer, 'Tile plaintif -undertookz
tie forward, -using his owvn language, "papers in your wifc',
tine as 80011 as I can have themn made out." This' miust 1we
interpreted, within a reasonable timne, and reasonable time
would depend upon circumiistauces. It was ini the seasoni
when the boat w-as required and when every day would or
inîght mnean a loss. It is in evidence that the defendant
ehartered a boat namted "F4dna Ivan,-* that defendant had
work to do, and that Jiine is about the ýmost7 busy rnontli.
Trhe bill1 of sale was not sent untit 2nd JuIy; that; was2
days after plaintiff had promsed it would be donc, " as Socin
aIs the pap&rs could be inade out." I do not think the bill of
sale was sent within a reasonable time.ý That a littie delay
miay occasion losq, is shewn by whiat took place in reference
te the steamit tuig> Very% likel thfli value of the articles re-
ioved fromn the tuig was, less than defendant contended for

at the trial-buit 1 iiiist find upon the evidence that seme
articles, and of valuev, were remtoved front the boat between
thle 41)1 June, the date of tho de(feýndant's oller, and the date

cf th plantif's aeeptaice.The laintiftwasnotilua posi-
tion to deliver on the 2nd Jul11y what plainiff intended te
6e(M and what defendant 'nedd to bit . 1 do not think
there was a completed ag-reernent between the parties. There
never was aut adoption byv the, defendant of the plaintiff's
place of delivery of the b'ih1 of sale. There never was an
asseut by the defendaut te the change whieh plaintiff made
differing frein plaintiff's; lettier of the 4th June. If. was the
cdear intention of the parties that the property in the steami
tug asieuld net pass te or vest iu the defendant unitil lie had
aecepted the bill of sale and paid the $550. If there, was
auy contract betweu the parties, it was e>xeciitory ouly. This
diflcuIty, which has resuilted in ant eýxnensive, litigati'on, lias
no donbt arisen troin thie fact of plaintiff and( defendlant livý-
ing se far spart, and the boat beîng so far froi cauli. If plain-
tiff lid sg-reed to let dlefeýndanït have possession utf theq boat
atf once, and had uind ertken-,, givin- Seurity if uesar, 
ýiiake, a good titie, ver ' likely th lat wolild haive. hieen er 'V
satisfacteryv te the defendant. It is not, however, for iwe tes
specu latipon what ilighit hiave heenl.tiI wouild beq gl1ad if I
eoul1d sec rny way uipon the evideuce, to give, the plaintiff soute
redress, as the boat lias ne doit) detoriorated pendti(ng this
litigation, biut it is net a case, lu t1ie view I have taken et it,
for attemipting te do equity by) conipelling decfendant, te, take
flhe steameùr atter an ahaý,texutent of the puirchase meney te)
the extent ef articles reinioved fromii tic boat, and hY allow-
ing dlaniageq oqccasioncýd te defeýndant 1b. delay.


