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(Tpil. y 24r. Cîliiita Iloss, la ta-s

Bievonv. SSÉanuof

A def-abo il, suit 1 oct oct as the iet friecd of tie
i "aai 1 îsa-o al. Proeeîcdiî '-s wo i stayed

cl ltli nei xi stimul boî appoiuted.

[iÂt mîbcrs, 22îîd Msrch, 1867.j

T'ie bill was filed by thse plaintiff, a married
wonnsn, hy J. W. M., lier ncxt frieud, against
sevorel deondants, ane of wisom. died inetate
durit g thse progress of tise suit. J. W. M. oh-
tained icîters of administration ta thse deceased's
eotalo, and vas added as a party defendant to
tise suit, by order of revivor.

Anoîlier defendant tisercupon iuved for îst
rrder tu) stgy ail furtiser proceedinîga in theo cause
until tise plaintiff appointed another aud proper
riext friend.

a[wra in su upport of tise notion, alte] Payne
v. Lite, 13 deavý 114 ; Anon. il Jur. 258, and

rgu 'd that tise former caise was exactly ins point

1k !î i, for thse plaintif., reli2d upon thlI'
lingi g of Lord Cranworts in Iflliot v. Inc, 7

DeG. MilN & G. 4Î5 - 3 Jur. N. S. 59 udalso citei] .Jarmnan's Pr. 20. He aked basa ta
sue in forma pouponis, if the present application
shotild bie granted.

Tîîm Junaas' SEORETAIY.-I tiik me
folio ve Payne v. Little, and stay proceed1ingi uti
thîe plailtiff appoints a uew next fî-iend. Th.
a 1îplicition for leave to siue in forma polopeýrtc
iiiîat ha she subject of an independent motion.

ROGESi V. CRuouSHNaseC.

-4 Tdictoaî prsdllctisn-Insusffiency sf.

[Chambaers, Nov. 29, itO7.

Tis, was an application te take an affidavit un
Productîion off tise files for insufeiciency. Thse

att-i tI was a printodl copy of the formi in
Sohlbetae K. te tise orders, sud referred te docu-
rins' lu tise varions schedules aunexed, but ne

i ouiiilit', wcre set out lu thse schedules.

uins Gs' SEcFCRETRY.-I direct thse affida-
v la r alc-n off the files wîth costs. I caunot

luit i;saprase oîf the waut of carre evinced lu its
fi epIliutin. Noc solicitor ought to av per îcmit-

in !is b a a t te seoar ta il. Tbe late V. C.
ltn on sitral occasions expreiîsed liii strong

d;i)-pprolnaii(n of the use of priuted foras -where
t fiictae sot easiiy capable of being adapted

SAM taV. SAint.

Oiýîn o jaddiis or il s ci«o a/ depmznta ti effidli
t

-Irregslarity Costs.
Ar, t î' sîîold r iîtiin tIhe d'.srripliu or asddition of

IICrae1,or, if muade iay a plîlîîtli or detorîdaut,
îîoil ie rîs such îîlaintifi or dolelidant.

tii ilIu oodonioî moade, by W. R., not statiu'auy
n' rpu or addition or othcrwis a hewin- thot ho
l i t y Ia the, suit, Iras ordcrod la bo takeîî oîff thîe

il msin was aore slip;,theîs riwS
il i t (rosis, sud 1 î-re was grautcd tai te-ilo theo

[Chu lios ', Do,. 11, 1867.]

-T. 11.ý Spén,îrr muscS, ta talte tise affidlavit of
thîe p

t
litstii Williamî Uapera, on proclu o ofmti

dooninie î. , tif the fi os suor irrogulaî ity, ou thse

T . T luil did rat appoe tisat dafcîîdt uit Wo
thse p

1
iuitîd.'

2. Tlîst there wria no addition or desrition
tii il 'oneot's unle.

île YLerî-cd ta I Din'ls Posa. pý 827 ; Trior
Orders, p. 132 ; aud Croikeut v. Bsitou, 2 Mall.
446.

-Bain, contra, contended tlî,t thse affïidavit bac-
iog bocti made anS fileS iu obedieîîco ta thse orS 'r
to prodoce eervedl iy defendant, must bue pr.suîun-
cd te have lîeen malle by plaintiff. Thra ilîird
paragrapîl of thse affilavit shewed tîsîit it must
bave been maSe by a Party. 'ilîhro vas oîîly
eue0 William Rogers a Paty ta tisa suit, sud tisac
bili shows lii resideiior, aud dsocription. Lisera

was no case i i point allaS lu support of tli
eaplication, anîd lu tie case uftý str apa /uev. IL ?i -
il rSon (îsoreporteld upani til point) V. C.
Esteran ovr,-ruled a iSîsiir oisje tslen. 1H eî ci cf

F/oher v. Cfi,1 Ju't N. S. 956, and eiske-i
leas'a in aise the sOi 'aavît 'oaa lîld liai t i
file it.

Titaa r-a'Sî',t at 'l lu i iîî

b' t shon oîf tise fi s, baut lise uî ii o1, i1ing Ia

more slip, Ille order la withuS ou--i. 1 gr us*l
loave tu se filî lite aSiles h1i.

.BorîSTr-, V. CoottRAU.x'
Moton lsy p1aisl,to roitat lais ll-Plotsiff masidé rpat of

jartsisolta-SeîJret anosis sf motion.
[Chîambers, Dcc. 9, iSai I

Tisis was a motion by tisa plaintiff te sot <,aiJ,
a consent te tise dianîjesal of tise bill, anîd thae
order of di'missal malle thercon, ou tise grouai
tisat lise consent vas obtained by frau<l. Tiia
plaintiff resided out ef thse jurisicioo of lise
court.

S. IH. Blae for tise defendant, asked tisot t'sa
plaiutitf miglit lie erîlred tu give security for the
ceets of tbe motion before it was eutertained liy
tise court.

Tua f000155' SECRETAILa Ordcred lbat security
te tise sînount of $100 slîould bse giton beový
tise plaintiff coul l ha allowed to preceod wiht
isis mnotion.

DEitosots v. Dra.TSsas.

L'istilln, hiape i on moio es Ios t a 1Oisiîî Zn far sonîsîiti j'or
calts if (lvpeal-P-ir r tsegutarity by Jlody objeoiia ta,
irreglarty-•ahoppel.

Tho paIsers and affidavits uscc d îîa motion ta soc asido a
bond for secrîity for costsof etppoal front tîîe Court -cfe

Cîaîîery, slaonld lie outîîtId ini that rouit.
The tant tîat, o poîty objo-tig il, an irseguiaîity ahbina

sof oîîîoî ttcl a s îuilar ivr'uiaritv, -whlîitilt a iii'aaure
led ta that obtjectud ta, doos ot c top bita iroi tîkîn'

fih, objection.
[Chamiibers, Jauuary i,868a.]

F. Ilolmeated meved thîe disallowance of tise
bond for secuî ity for oeils of eppeal filedl by tisa
plaintiff.

R. ,Sullivanî, contra, objecteS tisat tisa notice of
motion sud tise affidavits proposeS to bie rerid on
tbe motion were crîtitcil la tise Court of Errer
aud Appeal, wcisreas tisey ouglit te have been
cîîtitled lu tise Court of Cisaucery. Until tise

February, 1868.1 [Vol. IV., N. S.-45


