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-As to (2) the appication xnuSt be refused; the commis-
Sion eovers ail eosts other than disbursements. When the
disburseînents arc taxed by the Master, he takes account
of ail dishursemnts proper to be allowed, future as well
as past, and the comniission covers ail costs, future as

necesar agas tocaith atntono
As to (3) subjeet to what 1 have said in respect of (1),

practitioners to the necessity of flling ail the papers which
are to be used on inotions-iît is too mueli to expeet the
Court to act the solicitor's clerk and hunt up the missing
documents.

1 have recently pointed out, also, that the Court does
not act as a conduit pipe tol draw orders through just be-
cause parties desire them. Mûre consent will not justify
the issue of an order wrong in principle.

JION. SIR WM. MULOCK, C.J.EX.1). OCTOniu 21ST, 1912.

1>ATTERSON v. OXFORD FARMETIS MITTUAL FIRE
INS. Co.

4 0. W. N. 140.

Jn.lranc l're lisrpriset>talin nd 0'onelqMr.nt in Asplica-
ftOn for ]Polo y liVant 4o. \bti-e (/ios - 1tat1ltorM < ondi-
timis 1 n jIsraeAitl 7 1<fe front Omisaionl.

Act i.,, nrnei, r.,ve on, a >rlcy insurance azainst
fire,. 1 ) -f nts alee iniisJrLerprc ftaii4oln, t4cnalent and waat of

~Jt oct, <..IEx. ). h.i, îlt le oliis xwas on defetîdants to
provu 'inatellýrialit of an nl taeten in the application and that

tiî~ ~ ~ I. tind :ald1 l' Ii a îi-t;ltmnt: in the application, ap-
paretiyfiUd i lvtueaget aitiontplaiatiff*s knowledge, that the

or nv. .1 n0- 1 ma ie -11 las ji. ('.. 19) 0). W. R. s70, and
Ltûv. laoa1uta ire o., 9 0 . 1,. R. 55,fo]lowed.

Tha evdene b a iretorof defendantst that the -directors
wolild ha', e>ear 11(ej]isitinn as mnaterial and w ould have

irr, Il v-. lhde rif iiloz N.P. C. 285; and
<anbUv. flichafrds, 5 B &Ad. 841, followed.

That a sttmetin the I)roofs of loss that "there was no one
excepit in y om, faiiy aronand the pliace whea 1 returned," aven i
fillso ýolild flot vitiawth le policy not bing one of the "particulara"
tnentjloned lu i t1v 'itatute.

Ooringl v. in don iAf alni 1ire las. (Io., 11) 0. R. 247, followed.
Thit t1w Court had poiwe(r to riaeagailst omission to givP

notice- of Ioins sad fi wans equitalble 50o to do iii this case wi',re the
copay'Ilflers,, ld had iimmediate aictnal notice and plaintiff did

tnot bo spifenotice was rqîrd
1'rairic (lit y Oul (<o. V. Standardl A1filtal pire las. Co., 44 S. C.

Rt. 40;
Bell Bras,. v. Huldâ-ons Ray las. V'o., 44 S. C. R. 419, followed.
Jndgment for plaintiff for $2,VÎ1.70, and canin.


