
FpLOEENVE MININO CO). v. COBALT LAKE JIJ1NIYC (JO. 22,5

8 Sim. 346; Winton v. Collins, 5 N. R1. 345; Brock v. Garrod,
2 De. G. & J. 62.

1 may say that 1 think the solicitor rightly objected to

the attempt of plaintiff to seli the homestcad as if lie wcre
the owner, and that the utrnost lie could propcrly offer for
competition was bis "option."

The action f ails and should be dismissed with costs.

There are some chattels (not those mentioned. in the
pleadings) claimed by plaintiff, whieh defendants do not ob-

ject to bis taking off the f arm. The list of these can lie
settled by the registrar alter hearing the parties, and order
made permitting plaintiff to possess himself of theni within
a reasonable time.

]3RITTON, J.JUNE lOTH, 1907.

CHAMBERS.

FLORENCE MINING CO. v. COBALT LAKE MINING
CO.

Tiaý-PostponemetActWon Io Recover Possession of Min-
iiLg Laiuts-Act of Provincial Legisiature Passed Pendente

Lite Validatinq Tille of Defendants-Petition~ for Disallow

ance-Grounds for PosIponement.

Appeal by plaintif s from order of! Master in Chambers,
ante 38, dismissing a motion to postpone or stay the trial
of the action.

The appeal first came before MULOCK, C.J., who, ad-
journed it to corne before the trial Judge.

It was then heard by BSRITTON, J., at thec Toronto non-

jury Sittings, but before the case ww; reached upon the

list, and virtually as a Chambers appeal.

J. M. Clark. K.C.. for plaintiffs.

Brittoný Osier, for defendants.

BRITTroN, J., allowed the appeal, and postponed the trial

ntil the Toronto no>n-jury sittings, beginning in Septeniber,

1907. Costs to defendants in any event,


