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PROSV. CITY OF LOiNDOe-MSE IN CHAMER~SSFT.1.

Parfie-AtÂn.-eneraZ-4j14 fon of as Fiaintiff-Cn
Ritle 185-Delay of Tria -Injunehion~-Oauge of Âdtimio l
of Mfuiiicipal Property-Right of Way.1-Motion by the plan
tiff for an order addiug the Attorney-General for Ontario a

eo-.plaintiff, in eonaequence of the question raised in the ug
muentof TETFJ.,20.'W.N. 1483 as tthe right of the pan
tiff to mnaintain the action, except so far, as he sought to rsri
thie defendauts the Corporation of the City! ofondon froinsel
Iing municipal poete t the defendants the Royal Bank o
Canada. The Attrny-General was willing to be added ifWi
the opinion of~ the Court, it was desirable in the interests o

,justice. Cuslfor the defnat raiaed three objections t
the motion. The first was on the ground ef delay. As te hs
the Master sadthatthe actio cod be tried atthe ono
sittings einn on the 2nd Qctbr next, if expeditio en e
used. The second objection was, that th~e plaintiff, so far a

he sugh toresrai a sle f te woleblock, 110 feet squreand te sell the land in auy caeree fro the iright of the pubi
to a pasaqe-way over it from R~ichmnd street te themakt
set upa ditntcueo cinfomtato hc h nue
tion had been granted. It ws sad inreply that Conule~

done. lt wasar eê that Ellis v. ue of Bedford, [ 18991
Ch. 494, in appeal, [1901] A.C 1,,shewed that this was er
insibe Tlhe Matrsaid that the doubt expressed lu that cs

as o te ecesit fr jinig he ttone-Oeneral would o
semto apply in thefad# of te prsetcase. To this scn

oection, therefore, he did not giv efect, in view o! the a4ov
cs.The hr objection was, that theaction was premature

as noQ inerernc haê as yet taken plewith the alleged rih
o! <way--or wa* even thraed or itended, se far as a

shen. he Maser aidtat the ca was to have a hindin

I eiino h motn ustosrie ytepanif

Thsi i iw hudb eiddnw nteitrsso l

parties,~~~~~~~ fota h iycroaio ih nweatywa


