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J. A. IPaterson, K.C., for defendant.

W. E. Middleton, for plaintiff.

THE COURT -(MULOcK, C.J., ANGLiN, J., CLuTE, J.
dismisséd the appea wîth costa.
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CHAMBERS.

COATES v. THE KING.

Pleadng -AmendwÏe ' n - Petition of Rilt- osn
Crown-Rdes of Court.

>Motion by the suppliante for leave to amend the petitio,
of right. go as to read ini the 14th paragraph that the auppli
auts "aet the request of the said Government purchaaed"- th
second issue of treaaury bis. The facto are 8tatedl in
former report, ante 462.

Fonatherston Aylesworth, for the suppliants.

X. Ferrars Davidson, for the Crown.

Tini 3&àsTmo~:-The motion wa8 supported by Rule 929
which, it wa8 axgued, empowered the Court to deal with
petition of right in regard to the propoied amendrnent as i
it wa an ordmnary action.

Rule 929 is substantially the same as se. 7 of the lIn
peril Act 23 & 24 Vict. eh. 34. In Clode On Petition 0
Right, p. 176, this section i8 discussed, aud it ia ashewn tha
"the Crown has always had a certain prerogative in matter
of pleading and procedure which has not, heen taken away b,,
thlis statute>'

The cases of Thomai& v. The Queen, L. R. 10 Q. B. 44, &ne~
Tomlie v. The Queen. 1 Ex. 1). 252. show that as respect
discovery the rights of a suppliant are not co-extensive viti
those of the Crown.

In the latter case Bramwell, h.J., points out that this i
aise the case as te security for conts.


