
BOYD, C. :-The trial Judge was of opiniÏon. that the paroi
cvidence was insufficient to establish a case of trust in the, ai,
qxisitiou of the land held by the defeTidant, so as to give relief
to plaintiff notwithstanding the Statute of Frauds.Dutls
tixe law Eet forth in James v. Sinith, [1891] 1 Ch. 388, i,
modifled and perhaps changed entirely by Rochefoucauld v.
Bertram, [1897] 1 Ch. 207; but it is essential that the evi-
dence of sucli alleged trust be clear ani comtplete to the satis-
faction of the Court. That elemeunt is here lacking, and thv
judgment should be affirmed. Lt iii not a case for costs of
appeaL

MEREDITH, J., gave reascons in writing for coming to th(-
sýarne conclusion.
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STANDARD TRADING Co. v. SEYBOLD.

se<,itU for Co8t&--Procipe Order for-A pplication forInra4
t A.munt-Electon-Costaq.

Appeal by plaintiffs frorn order 0f MÂCMAHON, J., ante
724, reversing order of local Master at Ottawa refusing do-
,fendants' application for inoreased. security for cost8. and
requiring plaintiffs to give additional security by bond ini
$600 or by payment into, Court of $300.

J1. H. Mous, for plaintiffs.

D. L. McCarthy, for defeudants.

THE COURT (?BOYD, C., MEREDITH, J.) )xeld that thxe
Master was not bound by the decisions to limit the defendants
to the amount of security provided for by the prScipe order
obtained by theni, and the Judge having on appeal exercised
a discretion, xt would neot uow be interfered with. In the
cases relied on by the Master, Bell v. Landon, 9 IP. R. 10%,
ilad been strained beyond its fair application.

Appeal dismissed, but order of MACihirON, J., varied by
direetixig that the costs of the motion before the Master and
of the flrst appeal should be costs in the cause. Costs of this
appeal also to be costs in the cause.


