
G. 1. Diaclestoce, for plaintîtff
Watson, for defendant.

Proudfoot J.] LFeb. îcg.
ME BATT, WRIGH'r1 V. WHITE.

Exrecutor-Comuzission.

An administration matter. Securities amount-ing to about $3,238.25, were either in the hands
of the plaintiff at the testator's deatb, or were
banded to ber by the defendants (the executors)
immediaiely afterwards. The plaintiff was an
executrix and residuary devisee of the testator.

He/d that under this state of facts, the execu-
tors were flot improperly allowed a commission
in respect of that sum.

The total amount of their disbursements, in-
luding thîs $3,238.27, was $8,228.87.

Heki, that $4oo allowed by the Master at
London, was flot excessive.

H-oyles, for plaintiff.
F. E. Hodgins, for defenidants.

Mr. IDalton, Q.C.] [Feb. 24.
KOHFRE1TSUH V. MICINTYRE.

1>romnissory no/e-)efence of fraudi-Practice.
In an action on a promissory note, the seventh

paragraph of the statemnent of defence was as
folloxvs

"T'lhe defendant further says she wvas induced
to sign the said note by thc fraud of the plaintiff
or others, with the plaintiff's consent or know-
ledge, at the time of bis receiving the saine."ý

H-e/d, on a motion to strike out the defence in
default of particulars, that particulars should not
be furnished, but the circunistances of the fraud
sbould lie set out iii the statement of clefence in
asimilar marinner to the mnode of pleading uinder
the old Chancery, practice.

acrd c zordinglry.
Ilolnaz, for plaintiff.

Aih ~ oo 1zfor defendanit.
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referee into believing that hiý report would be
dated 2oth January instead of I7th January, and
that he was instructed and believed there was a
good ground of appeal from the report.

Held, that suciO orders should flot be rrade
ex Pbarle.

Osier, 1.]

COGHILL V. CLARK.
Prolllissrry note-Discretion of Master in

Chambers-A ,nendrnent.
Action on a promnissory note. The defCfld3Pf

applied for leave to amend his stateflient Of
defence by alleging that tbe note was not P ro
perly stamped, the note having been nmade bc'
fore tbe repeal of the Stamip Act.

The MASTER IN CHAMBERS held, that 'de
sect. 270, R. S. O. cap. 5o, the .defendant, ea
mnatter of right, was flot entitled to add this e
fence, as hie had already set up a comnplete de,
fence, if proved, and as he thought the defence
of want of stanîips 'vas one without mnent, l'e, 1
a proper exercise of his discretion, refused av
to add it.

On appeal the judgmnit of the Master
upheld.

Riose, <2. C., for defendant.
Jus/in, (Brampton), for plaintif.

Mn. D)alton, QUC.] [March 3.
REG. EX REL. l3RmNJ V. BOOTH.

J11unicîpa/ LounCi/or, -,2uaiiczion-Liqt1o"
license.

IOn the 9th l)ecenmber, the liquor license O
Booth Bros., of 'vbich firm respondent Wa
mnenber, 'vas tranisferreci to one of the partllers'
T. W. Booth. The nomination took place 06
22nd I)eceinr

On the books~ of the Registry office, the reC
sponident's freehold property appcared iliîct1.1
bered to nearly its Issessed value. ht was show"l

Mr. Dalton, Q.C.] [marci

REG. EX REL. B3RINE V. B3EDDOMF»

Municip5al councilior-.Qualifica/ion-Rel/orý

Cosià.
The assessed value of his property dete"'

the qualification of a municipal councîllor.
The relator being an auditor of the corpors%

tion, tbe Master in Chambers, under Negilla
rel. if1CMzllen v. I)e Lile, 8 U. C. L. J. 291, gaqVe
no costs. 

aiSumnmons absolute to unseat respondent, i
for new election accordingly.

Aylesworth, for relator.
H. W. M. Murray, contra.

[March ;'


