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,ier delay and possible loss of evidence.
Seybold case, the plaintiff was entitled to
.ed withi the order of postponeinent, the
Vhich lie was to accede. IJad the question
a thon raised, lie iniglt have preferred a

Motion refused; costs in the cause to thue
[th, for the defendants, ][. S. White, for

Tuws AND GUAuR&NT Co.--MSTR IN

mce-Action against Liquid4t ors of Coin-
sec. 1 883-Objection Io Regularity of Pro-

ffie defendants for leave to enter a condi-
Saction was brouglit to recover from thue
)rs of the llaven Lake IPortland Cenint
ain chattels of that company xnortgaged te
e windirng-up order, to secure an issue 01
0,000. The defendaints desired t' set iul
contravention of sec. 133 of the WinidiIng-
,h. 144. The reason given for the motiffl
efendants, as liquidators, coiild not set Il?
ie defence of invalidity of the mortgRge
doubtful point in In ire Rainy Lake L1iP-

but in Uaimmond v. Bank of Ottawa, ane~
Crit for this very purpose by a liquidIItor5
le Master referred aiso to In re &e
Co., 19~ A. R. at p. 131, and Strne'
.Buinany cshe said h mtO


