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 contended that the law supplies the missing part of
That the law does sometimes make that certain
€ words of the parties has not covered, is unquestion-
‘many cases of contract, in which no time has been
e law implies a reasonable time. But such an impli-
d hardly arise in such a case as this, in which the
 have been specified and set out in the mortgage;
would be quite incomplete without it; and, in any
say what is a reasonable time in such a case; with
18 it to be ascertained? But, indeed, this was not
I this case upon the argument here. That which
‘that, no time having been agreed upon, the mort-
be,!'!:y to fix the time or times for payment as he
as it was said.
_{ﬁﬂite unable to see how there could be any such
g case as this; and, if there could, it is quite clear,
"¢ evidence, that the parties never intended that
OF even thought that there could, be; that it was
S4Ch 0 be entirely a matter of agreement between
hﬁnly Was a matter upon which they could subse-
agree if they still remained of the same mind, one
ind the other to buy ; the difficulty arose entirely
h:nxflept];l:lsmldcase, one in which the purchaser
' ¥ adopted eve in hi
R itirohas. P every means in his power
Seem from the case of MeDonald v. Murray,
1, and in appeal, 11 A.R. 101, at p. 122, that
VR m, .J. -A., thought that there was such a
Ot unlike this in this respect; but that case
Shat Vi:: grounds which made it unnecessary

isnd :!1 law that where there be a condition,
ﬁ the time within which it is to be per-
tgfitmaydo'itatsuch time as
v ﬁhe basis of the views of these learned
e ;ﬂgh e;cu;las this? Even assum-
g en, in these days, without an,
time in whieh it should be paid off, and
On the subject, the rule might be applied,
mﬁ"iﬂ‘my warrant for considering that
e, ourt would decree specifie perform-
v be obliged to aceept a mort-
ke h:!haum- the purchaser chose in
to enforee upon the parties that



