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I may adq that thig pmctiee—intentionall;‘ "t'; e“'f';"m, con-

Yy Probably the latter—hag encouragement o rt—form 7;
tained in the appendix to the present Rules of (Cou pmes

t form having been taken word for word fmmaect now un*
the Rules of 1897 by which has probably greater e
der the present Rule 772,

- to me ",,.
It has been "Y' practice, in cases which mmteiy"m .
to it, to direet the finding of the proper amoundm s
officer before the entry of final judgment. The j

in which thepe had been a reference, by reason "fk:::ggry jude-
of reference being sometimes considered an inter othod to over
ment only, wag 4 Strong incentive to invent e ':(i ce that
come such diffieulties and the uneven-handed ju

by
caused ; diffieulties which are, 1 trust, now removed
tion,

. impler, ‘“
Perhaps the time may come when the Q“"’ker'b:"::pli ot
losy exXpensive methoq adopted in England _cnl:’ dge can t
this Provinee; oy if, by anticipation, the trial ‘;,c;rimt. wha
et 10 a referee’s finding, without any further he same thing
Feason ean thepe be for preventing the doing 0’_ t t'?
without putting inte operation any such expedien L.R. 120, re-
In the case of Murphy v. Corry (1906), 12 r?le". must ha¥
forred to by ;. MacBrayne, the form of the o

: d
methods. The gum Wwhich, the plaintiff admits, dabo::t and 1
dueted from the Amount payable under the ju imﬁon' to the
Shersesn be eredited to the defendant 1 e iy pait
Sheriff on any writ that may be issued, or in S
settlement of the Judgment, between the Pem—




