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by the forelga court, Ternis as ta diligence
in prosecutiflg the appeal, and preservation of

the defefldaft's property i Ontario i situ quso
wuere annexed ta the arder.

yingsinill, and H. Symons, for the pflaintiff.

Robinsona, Q.C., and Aylesworth, for the de.

fondant.

:fr. Daltoni, Q-C.]i 11February 2 1.

Ia.V114G V. CLARK,

COsIS, secitrity for-ordep against cite of two
plaintiffs.

The rule that security for coats should not

be ordered, where it could only bc against one

of two or more plaintiffs, does flot now uni.

-mersally goverfi, since the law as to the joinder

of plaintiffs has been changed by Rule 89,
O, J.A.

Qitxr, wlîeth6r the mie was ever applicable
ta thu ordering tuf security for maos against a

plaint iff who is insolvunt, and flot having any

betiefiial ititerest, is put forward by anoth . r
persot'.

Atid whlere one plaintiff was suitig ta enfoice
a mechanic'B lien, and the ailher to set a-iide
a soie ai the same property, security for r.osts
was orde.:ed against one alone.

S. R. Clark, and R. A. Dichoon, for tie de-
ftndants.

Deîvart, for the plaintiffs.

OORREBPONDEXOE.

MIOTIONS FOR NEW TR)ÂLS.

To Ille EdUtoP of the CAAD LAw JaRNAL:

1 observe an article in your issae of the lst of
january in reference ta mnotions fat new trials, and
pointing out the différe.nce in thi, practice of the
different divisions of the Suprenie Court of jtidi-
cÉiture for thij Province.

\Vby sbould therc be any différence as regards
the eft'ect of a finding by r jury, and the subse-
quant entry a! judgment by the court from the
case whore the court ltself flnds the tact and entera
the judgtnent, so far as the subsequent rlghts of
the1 ltgants are concerned ? In jury cases, unless
a certificate be obtaîned frota the presiding judge,

LIUITATION 011 A CTMONS,

To the Editop of the L,.w% JOURNAL:

The puint raised by Mr, Langton in your issue
of FebruRry xst bias occurred no doubt to mort of
the profession, and 1 avail rnyself of your invita.
tian ta convey to your readers the view 1 'have
formed, upon the subject.

It is somewhat strange that the point bas flot
benn raiseci before ini the courts of this Province.
Allitn v. MceTavish, 2 App. Rep. 278, la certainly
inconsistent with Stitton v. Stittoit, 22 Ch. Div. 51 r,
and Fearmside v. Flint, 22 Ch. Div. 579 and 1 think

tthat the Judgment of Mass, C.].. in the firstéhf
fabove cases is inconsistent with hic reasoning in

te case ofB.oy'ce v. O'Lonne, 3 App. Rep. 167, as 1
bellhreafter point out.

Our first duty is ta look at the exact wvords of
the statute which limits the recovery af certain
iaims ta a periad af ten years after the riglit

accrues, Section 23, cap. io8 R. S. 0., Is as
follows
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for inmodiate execution, the. entrY of Judgment is
postp~oned until the following terni, whiIe i non.
jury cases judgnient tmay b. entered at once by
the successful litigant, unies,; the entry of Judg-
ment be stayeri by mie pretildlflg judge untîl the
followlng terni. The practice should b. uniforni.

The judge would ini ail cases sto.y the entry af
judgment upin proper tertns until term.

If the suggestion I :brow aut were adopted-. there
'vould be no necesslty for orders ni3i for new
trials, and an application ior elther a new trial, or
for a judgment in terns différenit frotn that entered
by the judge at the trial, would thon in ail cases be
by notice of moation. May I also point aut that

Itho ptactice of holding in the country different
sittings fot the Comolon Law and Chancery Divi.
sian& shiould at once ceso? The whole trouble
arcse froin the timiidity of Attorney-General Mo%".t
in framing the judicature Act, and the somewhat
vnreasonable timnidity of the judges in adapting
zhe changes introcluced by that Act. There is noa
resan in the world wvhy the Cliancery Division

shauld flot be what it. professe% ta be-a Division
of the High Court-and flot, as it in reality
now la, a separate court. I thin< the tinie
lias arrived when the judge who tal<es the Hall
work should tae everything that ardinarily
comes before a single judge. Ne wauld, perhaps,
be bard worked, but the entire work is witbin the
conipass of an industrious judge, dev'oting five
day. af the week at least ta that purpase.

Yours,


