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dnot session in April, 1885. The bill was fiied in February, 1889, and there seerned
tu be sme deiay in the promecution of the suit, caused rnainly by the deaths cfAlex. several of the original defendants. On taking the accounits plaintiffs claîrned
$58,ooo, but after the filing of a surcharge and smre proceedings in the Master's
office the amount due was settled at $5o,=oo; and by bis report cf May 15, 189)3,

A ~the M aster fixed November 1 s uit. as the day for redemption. A nuniber of
affidavits were fiied on both sideà, fixing the value of the property at variaus

ýerecdamounts ranging from $53,ooo te $8o,oSa. The Chief justice found that the true
r by value was between $6o,ooo and $65,000.

Though the defendints had flot shown, especial>'at an early stage, any great
g the activity in endeavouring te raise moet> tu pay off the loan, yet it appeRred from
Cutor ~an affidavit of their solicitor that he had been rnaking, ince the Niaster's report,

anted efforts tu sell the property, and that at ai eve.its, up te the Middlle of Septemnber,
Aamlie believt d that a sale could be (ffected at frorn $6o,ooo te $65,000. Fle further

showed that since Jtîne the property had been in the hands of a real estate
stes agent, who had felt sure of obtaining a purchaser for $6oooo, and persons kept

arnes rîegotiatig about it, but the stringency of the mone>' market existing for the
le the last four~ or five nionths prevented an actual offer ; and that at present two

r, 21persons assure hinii that within sixty daysI tirne they would psy $55,000 for the
property ;that he had every hope of obtaining a larger price. An affi lavit frorn

s the tht said estate agent was aise flied te a simiilar effect.
Kenn'd;', Q.C., and Perdue for the motion.
C'ulver Q.C., fer the defendants :The cenduct, the great deiay ef defend-

antb, lias been such as te disentitie them tei ý-duigence : Brothers v. Lloyd, 2
Ch. Ch. ;î19, and MÏ//ler v. Cécuneron, 9 Prsc. 5o2. No affidavit is fiied b>' any of

er in the parties entitled te or inttrtsted in tht proerty :Apion., 4 Gr. 61.
laide leli, (t) The present case differs frein that last rnentiened, Anou., ini that
i dis- the defendant% herein are net in this province, but resident in Ontario and the

Ujnited States, ind tht solicitor states net inerel>' his b-elief that defendants
show have been t:ying te raise the meoney, but aise what lie lias hiniseif dont in that

Joli V*direction ; and there is aiso an sffidavit ef the agent.
167:(3) Without going se far as Lord MNanners in Jessop v. King, 2 Bai and

L.T. B. 91, when lie said that the sliihtest ground wouid induce the court te extend
the tuie, yet " it does net requi re a ver>' strong one," te use tht wordî of Lord
Lyndhurst in Pemyv. b-dwtîeds, 4 Russ. 124 ; and even when the case is very
weak the tiue lias been extended : Hlooford v. 1(ile, 1 K- & J. 677 ; and

189,3. relie( lias beenl granted wherethere bias been a temporarydifficuity in raising thernoney, coupled with a fair prespect of doing so within a reusonabie tu e

Tune tlctended fer three montha, the defendants paying interest Rt seven
and a haif per cent. up te that date upon the wi'oit arnount payable on No
ven¶htr 15 iast, and paying the cuis of the present motion on the 21st cf

d forDecemnber instant. CO$s nia> be taxed befere the order is drawn up and pay-
tietruent of thern a condition preictdent te an>' further extension of trime. As plain.

tiffs ina>' receive rents during the further tirne now given these shouid be
crtdited against the anieunt dut, and tht erder rnay provide fer niotice of the

Ctflt ainunt te be credited being given, say, one weelc before the day fiatd for py.
pOS~ ment.

-A


