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Rm»?.u., J., IN CHAMBERS. NOVEMBEIR 8TH,
LAND OWNERS LTMITED) v. ]3OLAND.

Prelimin4ry Adccûu#ls and Inquirliesj-on., Rule 645-(spon4ing Ewiglisit Ru l-Non-P roductUo* of WIVt-I
Docuiments flsed on Motions.

Motion by the phRintiffs "for au order that the defeniaccOumnt tO tiie laintiffs iforthwjth for all inoneys receivethe dafendants for the plaintiffs in connection with the salots in Bay View Ileights, Port MeNleoil, subdivision." Ilexplairied on thie motion that this meant an order undin,Rule 645.

J. J. G~ray, for the plaintiffs.
Qrayson Smnith, for the, defendants.

RiDDiEUi, T.. -The Court of Appeal ini England have"Under that Rule only those accounts cau be directed whielnecesarily involved in the. relief sought by tiie writ ofkmoDns:" In re Gyhon, Allen v. Taylor (1885), 29 Ch. D>. 834,8:37,, per Cottoni, L.J,
The. writ of hîummons is not brought before me; no0 alfldawyleio &% to the mauner in whieh the writ was endorsed. Icounsel delinite1y andi 8pecially that ail papers must he puwhlch were relied upon-it mnust be taken then that the. pltiffs could not shew that the writ claimed an~y suelh relief snow upuigt-. non fipparentibua et non existentibus eadeniratio-and 1 must take it that the writ was not so endorsed.have not hone, as in smre cases, au admission on the part ofdefendants which could. help the. plaintiffs over the dimenc
The. motion mu8t b. daisd; eosta to the defendants inevent of the. aetion.
As, notwlthstanding what waa said ut the, argumentwhat ia aaid in Welsh v. Harrison (1912), ante 139, at p. 1as -to thie necemity of filing ail the. papers whieh are toiuaed on motion-4it la too rnuch to expeet the. Court to aotao1kictor's élerk and hunt up the missing documents," it npossibly bo that the. plaintiffs have in fact a writ endorsed usquired, ti dismimsal will ke without prejudice to any ot.appll.ation for an oi*er sucii as is riow sought or any ot]
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