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and did not execute the contract. The contract provided that
e sale and purchase of the property be completed and possession
livered on the l5tli May. On the l4tli May the plaintiff
:)ved into the property, the defendants being stil in personal
cupation of it: the sale had not then been carried out by the
,yient of the purchase-money and delivery of the deed. The
3intiff said that lie moved in, in pursuance of an arrangement
* whicli he was to occupy two rooms on the ground-floor, and,
;e the defendants until the 5tli June to vacate. Following the
i.king of the contract, and continuing until a considerable tirne
Iýer the plaintiff had mnoved into the preniises, comimunications
d the draft conveyance and the draft mortgage were exchianged
tween the solicitors for the respective parties as if the defendant
artba Davis was a co-owner and a party to the sale; and itwa
t until June, when the defendants found difficulty in obtaining
other house for themselves, that the objection was taken that
e sale could not and should not be carried out, because Mlartha
ivis wag net a party to the contract. Both defendants were
,ss-exarrined on affid.avits made in answer to the plaintiff Is
,)tion. Martha Davis was contradicted in several material
ipects by lier husband-for instances, in lier denial that she was
esent when the agreement for sale was made and signed and
art ah. took part in discussing the terms of the sale. lIn answer
a question why objection was not taken to the plaintif 7 moving
Io the house, Edward T. Davis said that lie and bis wife gave
e plaintiff and liis f amily a chance Wo go in because they had no
tee te go until sucli tixue as 'the defendants could move out.
Saise contradîcted lis wif e wlien she denied that sh. accom-,

nied him Wo their solicitor's office te give instructions for the
cparation of the deed and subraitting it te the plaintiff's solici-
r. There wus ample reason for continuing the injunction. It
pnId flot be coàducive to the sanitation of the premnises, or the
alth of tlie occupants of tlie houa., Wo deprive the plaintiff and
; family of the use of water and gas; and, in view of the plain-
r's evidence, and the admissions of the defendant Edward T.
%vis, the other alternative-Wo compel tiie plaintiff Wo move
t-would not b. proper iu the cicumstances. The. plaintiff
>)uld, liowever, pay a reasonable surn for the use of the. gas and
,ter: if the parties slieuld not corne te an understauding as to
tat was a reasonable sum, the case mniglit b. mentioaed Wo the
xrned Judge. The. injunction should b. continued as asked;
> defendants' motion should b. dismissed; and coets of both
tions should be ini the cause. Hl. J. Macdonald, for the. plain-

r. T. Mess, for the. defendants.


