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ment under Ord. xxvii., r. iii (Ont. Rule 727) . Part of the claim
(£44~62) was for an urnliquidated demand, and part of it (£194)
for goods sold and delivered, and money had and received. The
plaintiff claimed that he should get an iminediate judgment for
the £194, and a reference to take an acccunt as to the residue of
bis dlaim. The Divisional Court (Mathew and A. 1... Smith, JJ.)
refused tc, give final judgment on either branch of the dlaim, and
referred the whole dlaim to an official referee to take an account
and report to the court the arnount due. From this decision the
plaintiff appealed, éontending that the whole dlaim should flot
have been sent to the referee:. but the Court of Appeal (Lord
Esher, 1M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.jj.) dismissed the appeal,
holding that on such motions the court bas a discretion as to the
judgment it wviil pronounce, and is flot obliged to give a final judg-
mecnt (even for a liquidated demand), but nia give an interlocu-
torx' j udgment directing an account to be taken. According to
t his case, it xvould appear that the plaintiff %vouid have to inove
for final judgmnenton obtaining the referee's report; but in Ontario
rL'ferencýes of thîs kind are frequently directed to a master, cou pied
with a direction for the payment of the amiount which shall be
found due forthwith after the confirmation of the miaster's report,
whereby a second motion for judgmeint is tisualiy gaved.
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yl#dv. Great Western Ry. Co. (i8ç)2), 2 Q.Ej. 626. w~as an
appeal to a Divisional Court (Wright and Bruce, JJ.) from a de-
cision of a County Couirt judge discharging an order for the
examination of thý, plaintiff as a judgmrent debtor as to hersepar.
ate estate. The plaintiff (a married woman) had been iîonsuited
in the action, axid the defendant's dlaimi w.s for the costs of
the action. The Divisional Court iield that the defendants were
entitied to examine the plaintiff as to her separate estate, and
allowed the appeai. According to Troutmnw v. Fisken, .13 P.R.
15ý3, the plaintifi Nvouldi not have been exaininabie iii Ontario on
the grotund that the judgment was for costs onlv,
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l?'idc'tay v. Benthant He>nsp-SpËiniitg Co. (1892), 2 Q.B. (-39,
iN .-rtion to restrain the a]leged infringernent of the plain-
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