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Chan. Cham.] Nomu op CÂsEs-LENoIR v. IRITCHIE. [Sup. Ct.

«dule G te G. 0. 436 had net been incoli2o-
rated in the notice pnbhsbhed.

It was coutended thât order 646 was in-
tended to dispese with the. long notice, as
it provided that plaintiff inast produre an
aflidavit veiifying his claim, which was not
done in ordlnary casies, where defendant
was .erved in person:,

fIeld, that Registrar's course was correct,
and that as defendant had ne knowledge of
the amount claimed by the plaintiff from

CANADA REPORTS.

SrJPRE1MI COURT REPORT.

LENoiR v. RÎTCIIIE.

Great &éal case - Appointment of Quee?'s
Counsel.

The following in a translation of the judg-
ment of Fournier, J. pronounced in the
French language, viz.:

thse notice served, the case must be set FOTJRaNiBiR J. - Thse respondent J. N.
,down for hearin ro confeuo. Ritchie, 'a barrister of thse Nova Scotian bar,

W. .Fitzgerald far plaintiff. was appointed a Queen's Counsel by letters

Pmudfot, VO. jpatent, under the Great ýSeal of Canada, on

Proudfoot, V ..C.]î [Oct. 1, the 26th of December, 1872.
CLRGORN . WISON.On the 7th of May, 1874, the likgislature

Injunebim -Dimissal of bifl-Effect of. of Nova Scotia passed two Acta, chapters 20

A motion to continue an Injunction was and 21-the first, authorizing, thse Lieut en-

returnable to-day. A countermand cf the ant-GoVernor to appoint Queen's Counsel
notice cf motion and a copy of an order dis- f or that Province-the second, giving him.
missmng the bull had been served by plaintiff power to regil ate the order of preoedence
on defendant ; but, nevertheiess, counsel between them.
for defendant appeared ànd moved for an On the 27th of May, e~76, the appellants
order te dissolve thse injunction. and several other members cof thse Nova

The learned Vic&-,CHÂNCEtLLop thoug'ht Scotian. bar were appointedQueen's Counsel,
that when the bill fell ail proceedings under by virtue cf 'letters patent, giving them rank
it fell aIse ; but leave ws given te renew and precedehce over the rependent. The
the motion if on furtiser consideration coun- prothonoiary of the Su'preme Court cf Nova
sel desiredte dIo se. Scotia, having thought he ought te conform.

Hoyies for defendant. te these letters, patent, in preparing the rol
cf -barristers, assigned te the appellants and

Proudfoot, V.O.], others, a precedence'over the respondent,
.R OMmfts V. SMITEH. which none of them had had before. The

Ree. Stat. Ont. th. 109> s. 3-Estate. latter having obtained from thse Court on

"To hold tise same in trust for thse use and
benefit cf my son Williamn during his lif e-
time, an .d after the deatis cf my son Wil-
liam, ini trust for his heirs, issue cf his
body, until the youngest cf said heirs shal
become cf age, and then te convey it te said
heins, thse children cf my sald son William
taking equàl s1hares, and the child or cl-
dren cf any dcceased child cf mny said son

Obto take their parent's share in equal propor-
tion."

.Leld, that William teck an estate for life,
and the legs! esta?i inremainder vested in
thse trustees for tise benefit cf hie heirs.

Blac for purcisaser.
Mou for vendor.

and maintain him in the order cf precedence
which lie hid since thse 26th cf Decexuber,
1872, the date cf lis letters patent.

It is from the jndgment making this rule
absolute, that the present appeal àe brought.

The principal quéfitionss raised in thiz
cause are: First, whether the judgment
rendered upon this rule on thse 26th cf
Mardis, 1877, is susceptible of appeal te thus
Court; second, whether cisapters 20 and 21,
cf 37 Vidt., cf thé Statutes cf Nova Scotia,
are beytnd thse juriidietion cf thse legisla-
ture ; third, whether those Acta can have a
retrospective effeet, àHecting the position
cf Quèen's Counsel appôinted: by, letters
,patent, issued under the Great, Seal cf


