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which lie deposed that the judgrnieit rcmiaiiîedl enaiic x-
cept as to $20 which lmId beeni paid on awounit; and on that day
an order was made giving the leave.

Execution w'as issued, puniuant to this leave, on the l5th
April, 1914.

On the l6th May, 1914, the respondenit gave iiotie-e thait she
would on the 2Oth May apply to the Juidge pr-esidinig in the
Weekly N Court for an order perrnitting lier to appeail from the
order of the Master ini (hamber-s mid for- ani order xettiig aiside
that order, the writ of execution ,udiin pursuance of it, and
an appointinent whieh the aipe>cliiit h;ad otincdi foi, the ex-
amination of thec respondent a-s a judgmnent debtor, oni the
grounds that the order, was made wvithoiit notice to) Ilic eso
dent, that it was obtaiined o11 iîîsuffieieiit evdn 1 haI it did
neot revive tlie judgrnent, thiat tlie writ of exeutiion wats lin-
properly issued, and uponi other grounds. The mnotion cneon
to be heard on tlie 26ttli ay, 1914, wlien thec orýderi ;gIýnSt which
this appeal is brouglit wsmade.

1 liave corne to the conclusion, not without regiret, that the
appeal faîls and must be disrnissed.

I arn inelined to think that, liad tlie orýder- hi ('liam Tiers bren
mnade prior to tlie eoming into force of the niew Rles, the Maljs-
ter's order would have been supported on the grounid tht spe-cil cireuniistanees existed whicli w-ranted the mnaking of it
on the ex parte application of the appellant; but T agree with
the learned Chîef Justice f bat unider the niew Rules it wais nlot
proper f0 make the order ex parte.

Rule 215 is explicit as to the neeesNity of notice of the ap-.
plication being given to tlie respondent . . . . ..Any applica-
tion in an action or proeeedinig shall bc made by mlotioni, and
notice of flie motion shall be given to ail parties affected by the
order. "

Mr. Wilkins contendedl liat tlle order c-ould lie supporfcd
unider- Rule 216; but this is not; so. The Rule authorises the
maiking of an interim order ex parte if fthe Court is satisfied that
the delay neeessary Wo give notice of miotion niiight entail serious
mischief; but the order in question was not an order of that
nature.

It was also contended that the finie for moving against the
Master 's order ouglit nlot to have been extendfed; but that waas
a inatter which lay in the diseretion of the Chief Justice, and
with the exercise of that diserefion we cannot interfere. The
power We enlarge tlie tume is conferred by Rule 176.


