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sitions, and returning the draft mortgage -whîeh had been for-warded by the plaintiff's solicitor with the requisitions on tille
on the 17th Qetober.

On the lst November, the day fixed by the eontraet for theelosing of the sale, a clerk from the office of the defendant 's-aolieitor ettended at the office of the plaintiff's solicitor with aeanveyance signed by the defendant and hîs wife, and stated tothe clerk ini charge of that office-the plaintilT's solicitor flotthen being at the office-the objeet of his eall: and hie asked forsome one -who would close the transaction, to which lie receivedthe reply that there was no one there who could close. FaîIingin his objeet, lie left the office, and the defendant and lis soleitorthereafter treated the transaction as at an end.
The plaintifË's solicitor seems to have regarded the answersto the requisitions as insufficÎent, whule the defendant's solieitorasetcd that lie had nmade ail the answers that it was possible forthe defendant to give.
On this condition of things,, the plaintif lias brouglit thisaction for specîfit performance, or, in the alternative, for dam-

~Beginning with the manner of niaking the offer, the wholetransaction seems to have been very loosely carried on for andon behaif of the plaîntiff. The plaintiff's objeet was undoubt-t>dly to speculate upon the property and turn it over immediatelyat a samati profit, incurring as littie expense as possible in thetransaction. Soon after entering into the contract of prhslie wa "peddling" the property for sale, and on the lOth Oc!t-ober, hie entered into an agreement for the disposai of the* inter-est of hiniseli and Turkel in it, on terms which would give hini areturi» of $175 or $l 2 5 -- as to whieh suni the contraet is not juatcear. Af ter the delivery of the requisitions on titie, the onlyserious effort miade to carry out the transaction was on tho partof the defenidant, who was ready to, deliver a conveyawc( signiedby himacîlf and his wifp,, and wlio, through his solicitor, tendeI(redthe~ saine at the office of the plaintiff's soficitor, with the restiti
above-nientioned.

It la true that the titie was flot then in a condition which wasacceptable to the phdintiff; but, had hisersettv on thatdate miet the defendant s solicitor with the eulh payment whichwas thon payable, other objections- to titie niight have been re-moedj. There wcre still further objections whieh clearly thedefendant could flot reinove, thougli it is equally cleair that liemaede reasonable efforts to satisfy the plaintiff's demanida, in thatrespect. The plaintiff being s0 uiiwilling to complete without a,


