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Tjhis seoins a pretty clear intimation that i sucli cases pay-

ment into Court of $200 i8 as beneficil to the partY entitled

toý security as at bond for $4100.

In the prese(nt case, if stueh b)ond hiad beeun given, no f ur-

ther motion could hav-scedd Thiis, 1 think, is al ISuffi-

c.ienlt greuud on which Io dispose o! the question.

Apart fremn thiat, heowever, the prescrit action SceMS

emphiatically one to which the language of Osier, .J.A., 111

St a idard Trading Co. v. Seybold, 2 0. W. R. 878. G (). b. R.

3Î9, apphies, ',thiat al plainitif! is nlot ta lie elhecked at every

ofag o!l action by ordering sevurity, dollar for dollar, for

ail coass incurred, or wich by peossxbiity niay le rncurred,

without regaird to thev conduect o! the party.»

Defendaita hiere are te lie conigratiulated onl having beempi

se fortilate lis ta hav $200 lying in Court to answer their

COSs if they muce.The n1oney wýas pnid in solely by reasoxi

ofr thve cainm o!ftne Felgate, who lias given the be8t

posbeproof o! bis good fait]).

Tlo grant un order now for furt.her secuirity woiild flot il,

mny way stay' the trial o! the tou's action ; and ne good pu r-

Pose rould bc sýervced by stay ,ing the trial o! the father's act ion.ý

Motion dianissed; costa in plaintiffs in the cause.


