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SAMPLE 2. MCLAUGHLIN.

Security for costs—Proceedings to sty action—Solicitor—Retainer.

ave‘::ere persons r.esiding out of tht.t j.urisdiction instituted procegdings to
strach & action in w.hxch they were plaintiffs stayed,. or to have tpeur na‘mes
from theut as pl:.amtnﬁ”s, on the ground that the solicitor had no instructions
m to bring such action,
Ceed;[elsd’ tlhat the solicitor ‘was not -entitled to seculjity. for c‘osts in such pro-
POSsesfe&a though the applicants resided out of the jurisdiction and were not
of property within the jurisdiction.
Binl a(-:oc/zrane V. Fearon, 18 Jurist 558; Re Percy, 2 Ch. D. 5313 Watlecn V.
n, 3 DeG. & Sm., §16 ; Palmer v. Lovett, 14 P.R. 415, referred to.

ZV- M. Douglas, for the solicitor.
- Armour, for the applicants.

DIVISION COURTS.

—

F
IRST DIVISION COURT, COUNTY OF PRINCE EDWARD.

——

D WILSON 2. DAYTON.
“Vision courts— Jurisdiction—Title to land—R.5.0. ¢. 51, 5¢c. 69, $-5. 4

sale :2 ﬁ?;%“c’“ for rent of land the defendant alleged that there was an actual
into pogge oy the plaintiff (although no conveyance was madc) and that he went
claimeq OSlSlon and made improvements thereunder  Athough the dt;fepdant
on any flll'lt]hy fOr_damages for breach of contract of sale, not ap arently insisting
Within the er claim of ownership. it was held that the title to land came in question
ore a Dj meaning of the Division Courts Act, sec. 69, sub-sec. 4, and that there-

ivision Court had no jurisdiction.
{PictToN, February 10, 1896 —MERRILL, Co. J.

This was a claim for rent of land. The defendant disputed the claim, and

also ¢ . .
qutsﬁounter‘dalmed for damages for breach of contract of sale of the land in
on,

) M. Young, for plaintiff.

- A. Wright, for defendant.

dicﬁiﬂERR”'L’ Co. J.—It is first necessary to dispose of the question of juris-
dispu? For although no notice under sec. 176 of the Division Courts Act,
only ing the jurisdiction has been given, that has been held to be required
Creq where some Division Court would have jurisdiction. See Mead V.
and 7 8 P.R. 374, 32 C.D. 1; Re Knight v. Medora & Wood, 14 AR 112

e Graham v. Tomlinson, 12 P.R. 367.



