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o dissolva the injunction; provided_the defondans Favet |

_ the plaictifis, tee days notice ihiereot,” and & copy of this or-
" der vas direcied to be endorsed on the wril of ivjudction,
and ssrved on the defendants. T |
. in ten Jays fhe answer might have been prepared and filed,
-and ia ten days more, the motion to dissolve might have bee

"%‘;otwithstanding this, the bills fled at Aunapolis, on fhe

984, 24th and 25th of June, 1828, by the Ballimore and |

Ohio Rail Road Company, were pot answered by the Chesa.
 peake and Ohio Canal Company, until upwards of ten months
afterwards, viz: the Sth of Hay, 1829, when notice of mo
“tion to dissolve was given for the 28th of the same month.
“On the 28th of May, both of the seaior and opposite coui
sél, and not the seaior _counsel of this comyany only, as'hy
tieen alleged by the President of the Canal Company, wert
. engaged in the circtit court, held at Baltimore; and the argu:
ment was posipeoed for the time, by coosent; neither pary
going to Annapolis. [t was now in the power of the Canl
Company to have brought on the motion to dissolve befor
* the tenth of June; but the next notice, which it gave, was fa
the 20th of July, by which delay, up wards of another mooth
was unnecessarily lost. S
From these dates and facts it appears, that the neglect o
the Canal Company {e take these steps which were incan
“bent upon it, if itreally desired the speedy terminatior of the
controversy, causéd an unnecessary and almost inexcusable
delay of near twelve months. . o
“As regards the bill filed in Washington ' couaty court, by
the.Cangl Lompany, it was always undérstood, that
parties considered the Chancery Court at Annapolis, for v
rious reasons, the most convenieat and suitable tribunal lo
' preparing the case for final decision, and that neither piry
expected or desired that any thing should be done with the
case in Washington county. And accordingly, afl the s
sequent proceedings on both sides, have been in the Chasex:
ry Court. (&) ey S
.~ Whien the Canal Company, even at the late day abore
‘mentioned, put in its answer, it was in its power, by stali}
thie whole of the factsin the case, fairly and fully, to hare
* enabled theRail Road Company to demur to the answer,

' e to final hearing B .

and thus o have brought the case at onc _
nst the Rail Roat

But the auswer contained allegations agai|

( @ ) Sesextract of -a letter to the Preﬁdeut of the Rail Road Conps
from the Counsel, ddted 15th May 1830, Appendiz No. 1. »
' |

i
| -




