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Ifc/d, that the phrase "Effectually prosecute bis said appeal " is Syfi-

0flylTous witb &"Prosecute bis said appeal with success."l Perreau v. Beven,

' ' & C. 284, that baving failed in bis appeal, the appeal had flot been suc-

essfullY prosecuted, and that defendants inust pay on the bond on which they

Were Sureties the arnounit of the judgment recovered.

'd, also, that a County Court judge can amend bis final order for judg-

Mfent, aId add wvords wbich have been omitted through error or accidentai slip.

hr';IartOn, Q. C., for defendants.

l're;,zaine, Q.C., for plaintiff.

FN' B~ANC] [May 18.

4,,'MCISAAC v,. MCNEIT,.

<¶/t4n,,eztof motion for writ of certiorari to ai/ou'e defective affidav/it

Under C. R. 1891, ru/e 29, I'o be renedied.

co -lailntiff having recovered judgrnent against defendant ini a justices'

Cour (lefendant rnoved for a writ of certiorari, to rem-ove it into this Court.

PIinl £tiff objected that the affidavits of justification of bail required by

29 of tbe Crown Rules were defective, and that a copy of the judgment

""avs lof atached in acodnewith the practice. Leave tofile furtber affi-

toeaiJustiflcatiçn, to bring in a copy of the judgrnent, and an adjourfimefit
tOea)ehiim to do so, were granted to defendant. An order was taken out

W'ich 'IsO contained provisions that the affidavits be served on plaintiff before

thead
heatr, >urne(î bearing, and that he be at liberty to raise at said adjourned

0re I ny qluestion as to the filing so allowed. Plaintiff appealed from this

PeZed, that the Judge mnight adjourn in tbis way, and tbat plaintiff was

Pnlature in his appeal. He should bave awaited the result of tbe adjourned
hearing.

li "(NSiEN),J., delivercd tbe judginent of tbe Court, WEATHERBE, and
NRV1JJ., concurring.

M'Ae,2gher. Contra.
for defendant.

-F l o ,for plaintif. [ a

AN AC.J [a

SatisfctionMAGUIRE V. CARR.

Platisf2l of judgment-IrreYu/arity as I'o fi1iný,c satisfaction Piece.

exe il'tiff recovered judgment in 1883 against defendant, wbicb witb the

e~cp'tio of $1 10 was shortly satisfled.

such he JUdginent was thereafter assigned several times, but no notice of any

Of Isen ts was g iven defendant. In October, 1885, one H., as agent

takilniff deie to defendant a satisfaction piece signed by tbe plaintif,ý

heg rentfr $11 Defendant tbereupon flled the satisfaction piece witb

aft gtr of deeds, believing this to be tbe correct practice. Sbortly

quetbes the note was renewed in tbree parts, payable to H., wbo subse-

Ut' aring of the irregularity as regards tbe filing of tbe S.P., and being


