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notice of dismissal, signed by themqelves. No meeting of the three.vicars hadi
been summoned to consider the question of the plaintifits dismissal, and he had.
flot L.een. heard in his defence, nor was there any evidence that the third vicar.
had been consulted in the matter. The plaintiff now applied for an interirn in-
juinction to restrain the two vicars who ha i signed the notice froni removing or-
purportiflg to rermov,- him froin his office êantfl the holding of a ineeting-of-the.-
vicaFis, and uinti'ý ate plaintiff should have had an opportunity of being heard at
3iich meeting in replv to the charges made against hini. North, J., after a care-
fui review of the cases, decided that the phaintiff was entitled to the injunction,
and that for defendants to dismiss the plaintiff without giving hirn ani opportun-
itx to be heard in bis defence was contrary to the first principles of justice, and
th;it it was also incompetent for the defendants to act without the third vicar
having an opportunity of being present upon the discussion of the question of
the <ismissal of the plaintif. i

SOLICITOR AND) CLIENT-ORDU< FOR 'rAXATI-N-ORDrR OBTAINEI, 01 SUMSI~EON OF FACTS.

In re Webster (i891), z Ch. !02, a client having sued his solicitor for znoney
ic<'c(ived to his use, and the solicitor having delivered a bill of costs and filed a
dcfence claiming a set-off in respect ot such costs, the client took out an order of
cour-se to tax the costs; and this order having becomne inoperative by negiecf of
th(, client to, proceed tipon it, the client then applied for and obtained another
order of course for taxation of the bill, suppressing the fact of the existence of
the action and of the issue of the fcrmier order. On a motion to discharge this
order for irregularity, North, J., held that there had been a suppresaion of
inaterial facts, and that a speciai application ought to have been made for the
order; he, however, suffered the order to stand so far as it directed taxation,
but sti'uck out the clause directing payment of what mîght be found due, end re-
scrved the question of payment and the costs of the action to be disposed of by
the judge at the triai of the action.

VaNDUR AND PtJRCHASER-CONDITIOrt LIMITING TITLE To LUSS TI4AN 40 VEARS--OalicTIoN TO AN-
TERIOR TITLIÇ DISC0"eERED IIY PURCHASR-DELAY IN GIVING NOT;CE To VRNDoit-RssrtSCTIVE
COVENANT.

lM re Cox & Neye (1891), 2 Ch. 109, was an application under the Verîdors and
Purchasers' Act. The conditions of sale provided that the titie should com-
mence with a mortgage dated 29th July, 1852, and that the purchaser should
within fourteen days after the delivery of the abstract deliver ail his objections
to the title, and that subject thereto the titie should be deemed to be accepted.
The abstract was delivered on 24th June, 1890. On the 8th-July the purchaser
deiivered bis objections. He wvas not satisfied with the veridors' replies, and on.
23rd July he delivered further requisitions. On 9 th August he commenced pro-
ceedings under the Vendors and Purchasers' Act, asking for a declaration that
bis objections had flot been sufficiently answered. On the i6th October he filed
an affidavit in support of the application, setting up for the Riret trne the exist-
ence of a covenant in a deed of 3rd Mardi, 1847, rest*rict.iu.g the right of building
Oin part of the property. This objection the Court held that the purchaser must
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