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rTE MASTER.-IV isadite that tue( cile om ,With-
n Ptile 529 (b), which in Corneil v. Irwin, 2 O). \\. R. 4G
[hld to apply to the Coiinty Couirt. 1 refeýr to whatýi i said
i8 to the proper practice in thiese cases ini Brown v. lazefll

0 . W. R. 785.
For these reasons the order shold prima facie bc inadeii.

In this case it olightl to go withl coats to defoindant iii ally

There ks niothinig to satisfy what was said ilPUadv
WVrighlt, 1' P.1. 507, to be necessary b av a chanlge of
rýenue. Not only is there no proof of "al very strong case;,"
)Ut, strictly speaking, there is no proci fltatcnbcei-
ýred. The only affidavit î8 one of plaitiff's solicitor. Ac-
lording te Ilood v. Cronkrite, 1 P. R. 279 (per Draper,

~..,affidavits on teemotions shoulgi be niadv by the aty
m(d not by his solicitor, when clan ofly repeat what iiis client.
ias bold bim. Attention was previouly drawni te bin
3aker v. Weldon, 2 0. W. R. at p. 4134.

In the present case thie solicitor's affidavit is vaif atnd
nadefinite. If plaintif! could not speak more positively and
lrecisely Le could net expect to obt.ain an orderi ii hiave the
rial at iÀn dsay.


