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le. KELLY, J., said that the liquidator had had several woeks
thin which to inform hîimself; but, s0 far, there was nothing
indicate what course he intended to take in respect to this
arn. The applicant appeared to have advertised thie prop-
t>' extensively, and to have given reasoniable opportiinity. to
ssible purchasers to appear at the sale; lie was Hln danger of
iing the benefit of the sale il there shoul be further delay;
d the property was one not readily aaleable. Unlless the liquli.
tor, flot later than twelve o 'dock n001 on the 17th Jil.y, shouldl
y the amounit properly due to the applicant on this eimii
ýliiding the costs and disbursements of the sale, and the eosts
this application, or give the applicant satisfactory seceurity

r sueli payment, the applicaint was to be at liberty forthwý%ith
ereafter to continue the sale proeeedings and carry out tlle
le;, and -be entitled to add to his claim the cýosts of this
,plication. B. N. Davis, for the applcant. D. Iniglis Grant,
r the liquidator.
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T'respass-Bound<ry-Interim Injunction j-Motion by the
aintiffs for an order continuing until the. trial an interimi în.
mnetion grantcd on the lOth June, 1912, rcstraining the de-
nidant from trespassing upon the, plaintiffs' landa on the soiuth
le of Bredalbane street, in tht. <ityv of Tor-ofto. The. plain-
ff lands run southeri>' to the lands of the defendant, which
,ont on the north side of Grosvenor street. The plaintiffs
leged that the defendant, in preparation for the eiretion of an
>artinent house on Ma lands, encroachedl to a smnall extent on
ýeir property, and that the. proposcd building woufl go e-

'oc.KFiix, J., said that the amount of land in dispute was
sinaîl, and tie value, haRving regard to its location at the.

ýar of the two properties muest bie so insignificant, that it was
irprising that an amiicable arrangement had not been arrived
:It would be of service to neither part>' to continue the iii-

inction as already g-ranted, namnel>', restraining the defend-
it from entering- upon thc plaintiffs' lands, as the very inatter
i dispute was, what land at the place in question belongedi to
i. plaintiffs. The. final disposition of the dispute involved the
ýttlernent of the ownership of the. disputed land and tht. fix.
ig of the true boundar>'. This could not be donc on the. present
pplication. -Motion dismissed; costs to be disposed of b>' tie
4ial Judgc. A. ýMeLjean Macdonell, K.C., for the plaintiffs. F.
.Snider, for the. defendant.
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