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in Ontario at a trne when both were resident there ; where it seemed that the
expense of executizng the commission would exceed the cost of the defendant
travelling frorn England to attend the trial;- and where the only reasons given
by the defendant for bis alleged inability to attend the trial were engagements
in England, and want of time and money.

W. . Wa/ibridge for the plaintiffl
Blain, Q.C., for the deUendant.

FrRGusoN, 1.] [. May 30.
FEASTER 7'. COONEY.

Securi y for cosis -Action <a s/ander-5f2 Vict, r. r4 s. i, s-. g-Proerty .suff-
dent to anewer costs-lurden ofpoof

Upon an application under 52 Vîct., c. 14, 9. 1, S-s. 3, for security for costs of
anactionfor slander iniputing unchastity to a female, theonus is on the defendant
to show that the plaintifi' bas not sufficient property to answer the costs of the
action ; and to defeat st 1h an application it is not necessary that the plaintift
should have property tc the amount of $8oo over and above debts, incum-
brances, and exemptions.

And where it was shown thpt the plaintiff had property of the value of
$5oo at least, and it was not shown that she had not property of much greater
value, the application was refused.

/. W. McCullutgA for the plaintiff.
I'atullo for the defendant.

FERGUSON, ii[May 30.
SCARLETT 71. BI1RbiY.

Iortgcee-bi'reciosure qa/Pr abortive sale- Tine for redempition.

In deciding as te ivhether there should be a long or short period for redemp-
tion, or in default foreclosure, after an abortive sale of the mortg.-ged premises
in an action te enforce a mortgage, the facts and circumstances of the case
shoulà be taken into consideration.

And where the amount of money ta be p, kid was about $ i 50,000, and the
mortgaged praperty was of very great value, thnugh at the time there wo-s much
difficulty in converting it into ready maney, the period of three moni iwas
allowed.

Gripnbiv. Holylan, 7 Ch. D. 166, followed.
Goodatll v. BurtrOws, 7 Gr. 449, and Girdestone v. Guon, i Ch. Chamb.

R. 212, considered.
E. P. Meill for the plaintiff.
/C. Iai/tiion for the defendants J. & J. L. Birney. r

W. Cook for the other defendants.

NIMeR ?D r, H J.] [June i.
LiVINGSTONE V'. SrIîîîLD.

Writ of suimrnon.r-Sérr'ice oui a jiiction-Rule 21t7 (b) an~d (g).

Action by an alleged creditor of one of the defendants te set aside a con-

veyance of land in Ontario by one defendant ta another as fraudulent. The


