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March, 1911, to, the plaintiff, requiring him, to pay $&4
interest thereon at 6 per eent. per annurn from the let 3
to the date of payment, and offering Vo, transfer to the
upon such payrnent, 1,000 shares of the capital stocki
fendant eompany; and on the 5th April, 1911, a simi
wus issued.

There was soine contention between the parties as t
these notices were properly served on the plaintiff v
tixue required by the agreemuent. With this aspect nf
shall not desi at present; but, even if the notices i
served, 1 amn of opinion that the sale, for other reasons,
upheld.

The only method of realising ou the shares , on
payment, was that given by the power of sale in the a

Advertlsernents for tenders for the sale of the
shares (that is, the sliares which had been purchased 1
fendant Grice) were insertedl in the Toronto Globe on
22nd aud 29th July, 1911, sud iu the London Glol
lst, 8th, and Itith Auguat, 1911; andl advertisexuents fi
for the sale of the other 500 shares wvere inserted lu tii
Globe on the 21st sud 28th JuIy and the 4th August,
iu the London Globe on the lst, 8th, sud lSth August,

Ou the 27th October, 1911, the defeudant Naylor
offer of $100 for the purchase of the second block of 5
namely, the shares held by Grice as security, sud his
accepted, and the defendant eornpany were called upc
the transfer to the purchaser entered in their books,
restraiued hy injunetion from doing 80.

1 find that the power of sale was not properly
The power required the advertisements for tenders, to 1
-three tiucs with an interval of a week between ea
While tis language shows wsut of care lu its preparai
cannot be anuy doubt týhat it meaus that thore was
interval of a week betweeu the date of one insertion an,
of the insertiou neit suceeedlng it. Inserting theo advei
on tino 2lst and 28th July sud 4th August, sud on th~
and 15tIr August, was not a compliance with tine prc
theo agreement, inasmiuei as an interval of a week did
betweeu theo date of one insertion sud theo date Of the
next succeediug it.

(Reteree to Regina v. Justices of Shr~opshire (V
&E. 173; lu re Railway -Sieepers Supply Co. (1885),

204; Chamubers v. Smith (1843), 12 -M. & W. 2; Young
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