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to the fact that the sale is necessary to enable the plaintiffs
et the money to which they are entitled, and which the de-
ants did not pay intoCourt-money for the plaintiffs' pro-
ies-which properties are ini a way being held up by the
ndants. To enable the plaintiffs to get'their money, they
mntitled to a sale of the properties forthwith, which at least
2a without unnecessary or unreasonable delay.
lhe reserved bid on the 23rd Deceinber has already pre-
ed the plaintiffs for a considerable time from getting their
ey. That reserved bld is flot 110w complained of.
.le learned Master, in my opinion, wisely exercised the wide
'-etion vested in hirn by then fixing a reserved bid-but, con-
.-mg what took place at the attempted sale, and upon ail the
i, there is no reason why there should be any further reserve.
kxiother may block the way again; and, if a second reserved
is narned, why flot a thirdt Further reserved bids are flot
iatent with a sale 10 be made forthwith to realise a vendor 's
-a sale that the plaintiffs are, ex dehito jiietitiSe. entitled to
carried out.
have flot been able to find any cases upon the question of

mted reserved bids. Il must be deait with upon the facts
ach case. In tbis, case, the terms and limitations of the
-ment are important. It is also important that the bidding
'e 23rd December last was only $25,OO0 less than the original
hase-price of $250,000. That seems to me flot a large de-
icy on xnining properties, flot being worked at thec tirne of
itteimpted sale. The defendants were and are unwilling to
the properties at the purchase-price. A fair inference froni
!acta is, that there are persons possesed of or who command

means, who have an eye on the properties, and who may
f they know there will be a sale to the highest bidder. Ail
-arties are allowed to bîd.î Again, as this is a judicial sale,
Master will report, and the report must be confirmed. If
ý i8 any fraud or collusion or improper practice on the part
ie purehaser, the sale will not Ub confirme<l.
'or these reasons, I amn, with great rdspect, of opinion that
;aie should -be without reserve.
t is suggested by the plaintiffs that thirty days wilI be suffi-
, t give intending purchiasers lime to make necessarv in-

ies. I do not agree; but, on the other hand, the delay should
be so long as the l6th June. In fixing the lime, 'the .jndg-
t must be looked at, aud the fact of the former offering
Id be -eonsidered. Men likely to buy-o6r bld-are those
will gel information from persons already more or' les%


