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EXCHEQUERt COURT.

ATLANTIC AND LAKE SUPTIERIOR R. W. CO. v. THE
KING.

Stc~tri/y oCsts-.Pe'titioi of IRight-Ctaiy-.-Crown..Fng/ish
Co,zan les Act.

Application by the Crowîî for security for costs of a peti-
lion of right.

E. L. Necibfor the Crown.
W. D). Hlogg, K.C,, for the suppliants, referred to Colwellv. Taylor, 31 Ch. D). 34; Cook v. Whellock, 24 Q.B.D. 658;Dairtmouth Com'r.s v. Dartmouthî, 34 W. R. 774; Wallbridgev. Trust and Loani Co., 13 P. R. 67; Major v. MeKenzie, 17

P. R. 18.
BuRimDGýE, J.-Tliii isý an application on the part of therespondcent for secuity for costs, on' the ground that thereis reason to believe that if the respondent is 511cc058Uful nthedefence the assets of the suppliant conmpany wilIl not be suf-

-ficient to pay his costs.
The application is bused upon sec. 69 of'the ComtpaniesAct, 1863 (U,. K. 25 & 26 Viot. eh. 89), whieh, it is argued,is in force as part of the practice and procedure in this Courturider sec. 21 of the Exchequer Court Act and the Rules ofCourt (se. Audette's Practice, p. 217, Rule'1), which providethat the practice and procedure in the Exchequer Court shall,so far as they are applicable and unless otherwise provided for,'be regulated by the practice and procedure in sîiilar suite,i.actions, and matters in the Hîgli Court of Justice in Eng-land. The case is flot otherwise provided for; but the pro-

ceeding being by petition of right ; it je necessary in the flrstinstance te, 86e wbat the practice is in England in such a pro--ceeding. By sec. 7 of the English Petition of Right Act (23
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