
~iy or even possibly ought to be tried by a jury, the
should bc deait with at the trial. This would probably
a motion for change of venue. The learned Judge was

natisfied that this was a case which could be better tried
adge alone. Order striking out the jury notice with cos.
MePherson, for the plaintiffs. W. D. MePherson, K.O.,
defenidants. R. C. H1. Cassels, for the third parties.

RF, SO11CITOR-LEI'NNOX, J.-MARCH 8.

icitor-Costs-Taation--Appeal.]I-Appeal by the client
Ihe certiflcate of the Local Registrar at Stratford upon the
~n of a bill of eosts rendered by the solicitor. The learned
eonsidered the bill, and was of opinion that the total

t taxed should be reduced by $145. No costs. H. S.
for, the appellant. The solicitor in person.

rBROTI.IEHSf FLOUR MiLLs LimiTED v. DOMINION BAKERY
00.-MASTER IN CHAMBERS-MARCH 10.

nmary Judgrnent-MotUon for-Action for thec Prier of
$old and Delivered -Dis puted Facts - Refusai of
j -Moton by the plaintiffs for summary judgment in an

to recover $1,323.15, the balance oif an account for goods
id dellvered. In the affidavit of the manager of the de-
t. ffled with the appearance, it was said that the defend-
ade a contract with the plaintiffs on the 27th August,
or the supplying of certain goods at prices mentionied i
tract. The plaintiffs asscrted that the order for the gooda
zen by their agent subject to confirmation, and that they
:oxfirmied it. The defendants, on the other hand, pro-
i invoice dated the 4th November, 1914, for goods which

iid were ordered and delivered in accordance with the
,f this con)tract.. On the 22nd January, 1915, the plaintiffs
led payment of the balance due them, which, the defend-
[mitted, amountcd at that time to $1,323.15. The plain-
[t.nded that the correct amount due was $1,556.90. The
ints' manager ini his affidavit swore that it was arranged
i the. plaintiffs and the defendants that, îi1 conisideration
,ancellation by the defendants of the contract of the 26th
e1914, the plaintiffs would accept $25 every two weeks

settiement of their elaim against the defendants until the

LEITCH BROT111,11tS v. I)oýVINII)N B.IKERy Ce),


