
Rule 829 1 rovîdc's that -'where execution of the judg-

ment or order appeaied [romn lias beeomle stayed, ail lurtlier

proceeding. in the Court appealed [romn, otlier titan the

ùtsue of the judginent, or order ami the taxation 01 eosts

thereunder, siiaii ILe sta yed, unicss otet rwise ordered by the
Court appealed to or a J udge tliei-eof.*7

'lhe order cf the Cliief -Justice of Ontario does. fot inl

terns stay the e\ccutiofi of thei juîigmcent- its lauguage is,

that the uperation of the jndginent appcaicd froin liercin

restraining the ilefendants front niaking binders, liolders,

and sheets, inii imitaticit of the Wiîders,, liolders, and sheets

iuade 1w' plitnîiffs be stayed peîtding the hearing and dis-

pos.ition ol the dcfendants< appeal te titis Court froi the

jndgîueîît aforesaid."'
Execîîtion of tue jud!gineýiît flot iiaving been stayed by

force of ilue$2 it i- not stayed unîle-;s the order of Moss5,

C'.... lias tfio clcl staying it. and it appears to, me that
lu. orîler luis net thiat eltect. As 1 rend the order, ail that îs

istayed is tlie operatien of so iiiitch of the jutîgîttelt as ne-

t-trains d'efendatîts fromin aakiug hindvlrs. lin]iders, and sheets,

iinii tation of' the Linders, litoders, anîd oiet f plaintilffs

ani Rlule w2.~hiclt applies onix' whiere xctonof the

juinient or onder appealed froin lias ben stayed, lias

therefore, 1 titink, ne application. Indeed it ntay be open te
question whether the lfie appiies unless, exec-ution lias

1,ecoine staye(l LY the automatie operation of the Rulie, and

it n w~eli Le that thte frauten of the unies titouglît thiat

idîcre an onder for the stax was neceý4arx', the tenis of the
order would provide wlit effect it >hi,id have on the right

of thec parties to take further proceedings on the judgment.

[Ileference to MeLaren v. Caldwell, 6 A. Rl. 456, rematrks

oi B3urton,. J.A., at p. 494.1
il w os pritbaliy iii \iew of tItis opinion . . . that

the order of Moss, C.J.O., directs not that " exectition " of
the judgment but " the operation " of the jadgîneît shouid
be staved.

Rle 830 being, in miv opinion, for these neasonîs. inap-

plicable, there was nothing to ta.ke awa iv the Iurisdiction of

the iligl Court to entertain an application bNv plaintiffs for
an order for a writ of seqîtestration hecause of the dis'ý
ohedienee of defendant, in disregarding the prohibition con-
tained in paragraph 24i cf the judgment. while the operation


