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;Feccrued interest thereon in the smount of approximately $250.

-;Withe glance at the figures set out above one can readily see that the equitable in-
 terest of Albert Segeloff was of very little value, and undoubtedly the Recelvers maintained
the seme feeling, 6r it would have been a part of their duty to account for it in the same
manner as they 4id the personal assets prior to the filing of their fepoa:t and account of
 August L4Lth. Apparently some time during the month of April, 1941, . g petition together with
a proposed lease was presented to the Court on behalf of the Receiversw, requesting authority

' of the Court to eater 1into a lease for a term of three years, grenting the tenants the right

 to renew the lease for an additional period of two years, which authority evidently was . denied
at that time by the Court, in that the petition was never filed and likewise the order of 1
| authorization was not signed. Thereafter the owners of the equitable title apparently on the
2Lth day of April, 1941, entered into a similar leaee as referred to above with the consent

of the mortgagee. There has been no activity on behalf of the -Receivers since the year 1941
i until the filing of the petition now under consideration on February 21, 1946. They have in
no way attempted to collect or supervise the disbursements of rents, insure the property, or
in any manner or form regulate its supervision. All of this has been: conducted and cerried

on by the Farmers and Mechehics Bank with whop they now contend, which is net substantiasted
by proof, an agreementexisted té collect and disburse the rents. Even 1f this theory were

to be accepted it would place them in the positien of delegating authority to another which

the Court in the first instance would not grant them.

i

Verious definitions are given to them if receivers by different authorities. 1In some

| instances they are referred to as the arm of the Court, the hand of the Court‘, the servent
 of the Court, a mere creature of the Court. Likewiseﬂi.t...uie the universal rule that they have
only that power specifically érented to them Ey the Court. It ﬁis generally accepted that '
their duties should be fulfilled expeditiously and without delay. Receiverehip is often re-
 ferred to as an action pendente lite and only to continue ﬁntil therights and intere sts of
all p.artiee cencerned can be established, unless it be the nature of e proceeding which would
' indicate upon its face that it required an extended period of time for the continuation of
Ethebusinees for the best interests of all concerned, and in that event the Receivers are
called upon to periodically make reports to the Court of their pre’ceedings before;ue the
rights and interests of all parties concerned were definitely established when the aed‘it}'

was stated on August Lth. The operation of the business had terminated , and -fth’e-wls" possible f
remaining function for the Receivers to perform was to dispose of the real estate heretofore i
| mentioned if they had authority to do so, and the very nature of the business and preperty
for which they had been appointed Receifvers was not one which w:)uld require an extended per-
' 10d of time for the best intere_sts of all parties coecerned. For the Court to sustaln the "
petition before it at this time it would in effect!beﬁ established a rule contrery t0 8ll
authorities, that being thet Receivers should have the powerm to speculate.Likewise it would |
| be substituting..j_nto_ th_is cause an intention which 1 do- believe existed either in the mind :
of the Court or in the minds of tk}e Receivers at the time the final audit was __ste ted aed ret-
' ified on the 20th day of August, 1941, which showed a distribution to the last penny, -incluq- |

| ing the payment of ell acorued Court costs, of all proceeds in the hands of the Receivers.
Undoubtedly if the real estate had disminished instead of enhancing .iﬂ value, the present pro-
ceeding would not be before the Court. If 1t had been the intention of the Court and of the
Receivers to continue the receivership it is only reasonable to conlec ude that at least a?- small |

amount of the proceeds received in this proceeding would have been retained to meet an emergen-;L

' cy pertaining to the real estate. But to the contrary we find that even though there was in-

f terest :m arrears due: the mortgagee of approximetely $250 on the morteage heretofore mentioned,
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