
Iere, a; sale by auction lu parcels was had, and failed, and

the estate has been now ordered to be put up for sale by
tender en bloc, and it is contended that without first asking
for tenders for parcels, or trying some other way, the trus-

tee should not be at liberty to bid for the estate -en blo<r,

if the price uamed by the Court should not be realizcd on
the sale by tender. The mile has not been sa stringently
la.id dowu: Tennaut v. Treuchard, 38 L. J. Ch. 66't, and
L. Ri 4 Ch. 53 7, per the Lord Chancellor, at p. 547.
In that case the trustee was not to be at liberty to bld
until some attempt liad been made te seil, and proved to be
abortive. lUcre the ends of justice-of justice to the parties
-do not require a more stringernt application of the rule;
there having been in fact one sufficieut attempt to seil in
parcels, which lias proved abortive, the Courts below have
exercised a proper discretion lu màking the order in ques-
flou. Motion is dismissed with costs.
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VALLEAIT v. VALLEAIJ.

WUjl--contructUolt-Bequegt for Life to the Wîdoie-.4rtioea Pass-

fing Under-Use in Specie of Furnîture--ImLe

Thorpe v, Shilliugton, 15 Gr. 85, referred te.

Origiuiatiug notice under Rule 938.
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MASSEY-HARRIS CO. Y. ELLIOTT.

Wvater andZ Watercoiireee-Ch ange in Cour8e of Stream by Freslits-
AccrttO-Rf-EG~tP~«~~ Priprietor-Tiile by

Possession.

Interpleader issue directed to try whether at the time the
city of Brantford expropriated certain land, that portion iii
question in the issue was the property of the plaintiffs or
defeudants, and to determine the proportion in which the
$6,100, fixed by the arbitraters under the .Municipal Act, as
the value of the land, aud paid, inte, Court, is divisible
among theux.


