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muwts for au order allo wing the securlty fo>r costs givenl
ri upon a proposed appeal to the Privy Counicil froma the
idgmnent.

). krmour, K.C., for the plaintiffs.
V. Langmuir, for the defendants.

NFizEAmD, J., in a witten judgment, said that on the l3th
ibout 11 a.m., the defendants' solicitors s;erved a notice
.proposed appeal to the Privy Council upon the plaintiffs'
rs, at Windsor, Ontario, where the solicitors for aiJl patrties

ween 3 and 4 o'clock in the a-fternoon of the &tn)ie dLay,
unts of the pleintifIs' solicitors la Tor-onto, in pursinince of
tions alleged tW have been sent Wo thein a day or twvo before,
on the agents for thec defendants solicitors there a niotice
cal to the Supireme Court of Canada, fromn so much of the
mxt of the Divisional Court as declared the defendant,
ay entltled Wo a lien and directed a reference.
the 14th May, the plamntiffs' solicitors filed a bond as

y upon their appeal, and on the samie dLay served on the
of the defendants' solicitors ln Toronto a notice of the

Jf the bond and a notice of motion, returnable on the l7th
ror,an order approvmng of the security. Th~is motion came
hearng, and was adjourned tilt the 25th May.
thie lUth May, the defendants' solicitors served on the

ffs' solicitors a notice of motion, returnable on the 25th
for an order allowving the security filed by theni on their
ed appeal te the Prîvy Council.
" two motions were heard together on the 25th May.
" lear'ned Judge said that both parties were, of course,
,d to appeal.
pedefendants urged that, if the plaintiffs were permitted te
the Suprerne Court of Canada, and thue defendants were

juently dîssatisfied with the judgment of thât Court, they
not appeal to the 1'rivy Council without special leave.
lerence te Hately v. Merchants' Despatch Co. (1884), 4
r23.
was suggested that, a-s the defendants had served thue first
of appeal, they had taken the first stop. But, whaitevur
ho fthe case as between different defendauts, the I1 a1441

would n.ot necessarily apply Wo plaintif s and defendanits
lesiring Wo appeal.
r sec. 75 of the Supreme Court Act, R.S.C. 1906 ch. 139,

peishall be allowed We the Supreme Court of Caviada
teappellvant bas givenl proper security.


