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diiinof the insurance, the order will direct payment t»
the( chuldren without prejudice to any action she may be ad..
visedý to bring either against the aduits or the e6tate. No
order as te costs, except those of the aduit chî1dren and of
the officiai guardian be paid out of the moneyis in Court.

CARTWRIGIîT, MASTER. ,JUNÇE 25TH, 1(906.

CHÂMBERS.

TRAVISS v. hTALES.

(Two AcTioNs.)

Judgmvent lebto-Examin atioit of-C osts of-E ramiiliu,iio>.
of Tram.feree-Dispositon of Cosis.

Motion by plaintiff for an order disposing of the cost,;s 01
thie examiniation of one of the defendants in the first act<i
as a judgment debtor and of the exarnination of a transfereE
who was mnade defendant in the second acion.

J. W. McCullough, for motion.

Jamnes Hales, contra.

THE MIASTE.R:-These exarninations resulted ini th
bringing of the second action, in whiclh the iinpeached t.ran~.
fer wa-s set aside.

it seems- reas1onable that these costs should be recoverable
against defendants in the flrst action and against the land.

If it waý sought to have them made costs ini the see.Onl
actiont su as Io render the transferee personally liable, 1
t1hink the application should have been made to tlie tra
Jaudge. 'Sec Tacker v.« Tfhe "Tecumseh," 7 0. W. R. 3-,-

As the -ostsý of the second action were fixcd by the tria-
Judge at $40. and plainitifl' appeal as to this lis been dis,
rnissed bY the Divisional Court, 1 do not see that I have 3
power to inerease themn.

Thle order will therefore be that the costs of the examna>,
tien beý recoverahie againsýt the defendants in the first action~
whiei wvil] hind the land in question.

There will be no costs of the motion, as it bais been on13
i part succe-saful.


