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out merit. The defendant's clalim 1is one qf‘legql
title and is governed by the statute of 11m1tat1?ns;
Laches apply to equitable demands. If a legal right

zets into equity, the statute governs. . . . <here
is no statute which provides any limitation ggalnst
the right of the owner to redeem his property. He
is barred only by a velid decree of foreclosure. Ve
are not of the opinion that the petitioners have de-

layed for a great and unreasonable length of time in
seeking redress."”

This same reasoning applies here and this Court is of the opinion
that the petitioners have not delayed for a great and unreason-
eble length of time in seeking redress. The lapse of time here

is approximately the same length of tTire involved in the Brashears

C&808.

In Savonis vs. Burke, 2Ll Md., 316, the Court of Appeals

quoted Pomeroy in Equity Jurisprudence in defining equitable

estopped as follows:

"Equitable estoppel is the effect of the
voluntary conduct of a perty whereby he 1ls ab-
solutely precluded, both at law and in equity,
from asserting rights which might have otherwise
oxisted, either of property, or contract or of

remedy, as against another person who has in good
faith relied upon such conduct, and has been led
thereby to change his position for the worse, and
who on his part acquires some correspording right,
either of prop3rty, of contract, or of remedy."
The Court further stated that equitable estoppel operates as a
technical rule of law to prevent a party from asserting his

rights where it would be 1lnequitable and wunconscionable to as-

sert those rights. t i1s essential for the application of the

doctrine of equitable estoppel that the party claliming the

bene it of the estovpel rmust nave been misled to hils injury

and changed his position for the worse, having believed and rec-
lied on the representations of the party sousht to be estopped.
Furthermpre, one claimirg the beneflt of eculitaeble estoppel must
have acted in good falth and with reasonsble dilipence.

There is no evidence in this case that the resvondent

relied on any conduct of the pe titioners whereby it changed



