
defendants against doing this. This order must be disso-.
and the perpetual order asked must be refused.

Defendants set up that, apart £rom the debt of $300 J
this Iegatee to the testatrix, mentioned in and forgi'e:
the will, there was another debt froin hini to, lier of ý

* This debt . .. was barred by-the Statut
Limitations. The contention was that, aithougli it cou1h
be collected by action, yet it might be deducted £romi o
off agaiust this legacy. See Williams on Executors,
ed., p. 1171. Defendants souglit to have it dec1eared
they had or would have the riglit to set off this debt of
and the interest upon it agaiust this legacy; but Il ant
of this opinion . . . . ".No case lias been cited te
and it seems to, me contrary to principle to hold, that
eau be a riglit of retainer in respect of a debt owing fr
specific legatee to the testatorý In l re Akerman, [i1893
Ch. at p. 218.

My conclusion theni is, that there is not and caxn
a riglit of retainer or set-off of this old debt againsi
speciffe legacy. This opinion maybe considered prexm
but both counsel requested and i fact insisted upoi
givng it.

This being iny conclusion, it seems not necessary fc
to cousider the learned argument as to the interest oi
old debt

<As esoli party set up a contention that failed, aud aE

of the contentions covered about the same amount of ti

sud expense, I amn of opinion that neither part-y should
auy coste against the other party.

CARTWRIGHT, MASTER. . MAY l4TiH,
CHAMBERS.

GOOCIL v. ANDERSON.
i-aPostPonmeft-.Abee of NeS$88SrV and* Maweral Wil

Terms-Ch«nye of 'Venue-Costa.

Motion by defeudaut to postpone trial.

S. B. Woods, for defendant.

Il. H. Shaver, for plaintiff.

THE MASTER.-The trial Mhould corne on at Toront
-eek. So far as appears on the material and from the
mnts of counsel on the argument, I do not sec very (
how defendant's husband eau be so «necessary sud mi

a witness that defendant cannot go to trial without
Hie had nothing to do with plaiutiff, thougli it woulc


