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during that period. It would probably not be to the advaiî-

tage of either party to, fie up the lands at a time when il

miight bc desirable to make sales. No doubt, however, an

understanding with regard to this cari be arrived at between
the parties.

And, as betweeu the plaintiffs and the defendants the

Lcadlays. there seeins to be no reason why judgment should

not ho pronounced to the effeet indicated.
Thi> seUleinent of the matter as between the principal

parties renders it unnecessary to deal at length with the

grounds tak.en by the plaintiffs in support of their appeal

againsit the defendants the Leaddays. It is sufficient to say

that tire testiniony fully warrants thre plaintiffs ini now with-

drawing ail the charges of frauld or want of good faÎth

against them. Tfhe evidenee dispiaces any idea of improper

dealingseon the part of those coucerned or taking part in

the making of the mortgage to Leadlay and ilook, or the

agreem-uent fol)lowing the mortgage, enabling disposai of thre

inortgaged parcels to be made by the plaintiffs, and post-

pouing thre mortgage to the floating liabilities, or of thre

tranisfe.rs of tire equity of redexuption to the mortgsges. It

was abuudantly established that -whatever difforent views

miighit now be entertaincd in the light of sulisequent events

withi regard to the business prudence of the stop, the con-

clusion at thre time to release the equity of redemption to

the mortgagees, under an arrangement whereby the other

erediters of thre plaintiffs were paid off and thre plaintiffs

gaved costs and expenses, was well justified by thre then

outlook or prospects. But it is not now necessary to dis-

cuss these subjecte or thre legal aspects. It only romains te

consider the position of the defendants thre Moores in virtue

of the agreements with the Leadlays of which they are the

holders. There is, no diffieulty created by reason of thre de-

fendant John T. Moore having assig)ned thre benefit of thre

,tariouis igrevinents to iris wife and son, or because tire former

ifa uew thle sole assignee. The rigirt under thre agreements

attained no irigirr or better position in consequence of the

assignments; and tie case can be deait with as if thre de-

fendant John T. Moore, with whoma the agreements were

made and who is thre only one of thre Moores named in them,
waa th.e sole party interested.

Tireý position that, John T. Moore occupied. towards the

plaintifs, affords ground for tire argument that he could


