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December neit. I amn to have free use of the land until that
date. I amn in a position to make a good titie to, the property."

Tt in argued, that this provision in a modification and exten-
sion of the time for "securing" the custorner; but 1 cannot fol-.
low the argument-a Miling eontraet for aide miglit well be
aigned in Auguat or September, eontaining such a provision.

The option was not accepted by the Goverunient tilt long
after the expiration of the thirty days; and efforts made by the
plaintil! to have it accepted after the expiration of the thirty
days are not shewu to have been made to the knowledge of the
defendant. But the Goverlnent did take up the option ultim-
ately, abouit the l4th Novemnber-the defendant having on the
202nd Septemiber wvritten the plaintiff that the "deal is off as
far as agreemient with vout and tiyself, as I have not heard any.
tbing mince."- To this the plaintiff replied: "M,\ay say on receîpt
of youir price nt which we were allowved one rnonthi to secure a
custorner, we at once secured one in the Governuent, to wbom
you wvillingly gave another option for n. 'We rnay say we have
dlonet ouir part so far as possible up to the present; and, although

ie trans.fer bans not yet been nmade, we are doing our part in
endeavouring to have same attended to at a nearly date. But,
as suceh inatters have to pass through no rnany bands, it hias
necessqitated a alighit delay, but hope to have the matter settled
soion. We are writing again in an endeavouir to have the matter
attended Io nt once." To this no answer was mnade by the
defendant; sud, as bans beeu said, it was flot tI about the l4th
Novembher that the mnatter was closed out.

With sortne doubft, 1 arn of thxe opinion that, in the cirenum.
stances of this case, the plaintiff ta entitled, to recover. No
doubht, froux1 ait the evidence, he was te "secure" a custorner
%withini thirty daiyR. But the word "«secure" is not atways used
lin its strict or etyinotogical sense: and procuring within thirty
days a cusgtorner who tiltirnately and within a reasonable time
puirchnsesi rnay well b.- called "securing" snoh purchiiser. Al
the ccu tnesof the case seem to barn out this conclusion.
The dfnntkniew tbat it was the Governinent which was ex-
peeted to lx- the puirchaser; ha gave an "'open option" without
linxiit of tine to the (iovernrnent; when the thirty days had
eiapsed, lia did not cancel the option-thinking,,no doubt, that
the mnatter woufl soon ha coznpleted by a fermal acceptane. Rea
contented biaisai! with andaavouring te deprive the plaintiff
of any profit froin the transaction which ha had brouglit about,
And finally, wheni the plaintiff wrote, on the 24th Sapteunher,
setting out that hae had "steurad" a custorner in the Govern.


