
'BRiTToN, J.-The action was properily broughit n l,(h
ffigh Court. The plaintiff's right to costs is simply becaiuse
under Rule 425 he is in such a case offered bis costs as a1n
inditeement to thîs termaination of the litigaftion. Baýb-oeký
V. Standish, 19 P. &l 195, followed. Chc .Tor-onto Elc-
trie Light Co., 12 P. R. 58, and Tobin v. MelGillis, 12 P'. IL.
60, referred te as difficuit to distinguishi and not citedl in

th aefollowed. Motion dismnissedl wihosts.

taxing offleer at Toronto. The 'action was brouglit in thec
flighi court to reover $340, balance of an aiccount for $190
for logsý -o0b1 lani(ojeedn; 40wspadb e
fendaint before atin The trial Judfge fouind that thie saile

111fiude a1s contended, by plaintiff, but reduced thie amiounit
$y 20, by reaisoni of sorie of thie Iogs not haigbeen re-
cIvedbydefendant. t-pon thiis judgmient, withi no certifi-
ate,h taxing oficevr taixed te plajintifj :o,,s on the( Iower
Saeonly ami to de(fendanjjt thie excess of biis eosta ovel'

Cotinty Couirt .osts, ;nnd (et thmoff p)ro tanlto.
S. . oods], for polintiff, concededI thiat, if thie findiiinr

J'ad been for $340, hle wouild haive bven entitled only to costs
oIl the ('ounty- Court scale, but contended thiat, aqs the trial
Judo-ge redueeid thie amwoont, no iatter why,. the flndlingwa
fer on arnount not liquIidaltedj or aseertainedi b~y the siganture
'if dedntor by aet of' thie parties.

Il. D. Gmefor defendant, contra.
liRITTON, J., hield thiat plaintiff's contention cçuld not

P"vli1-Fumiivall v. Saunders, ý26 U. C2. R. 119; Ostrom
v. Benjann, 21 A. Ti. 467î, andl Brown-t v. Rfose. 14 P. R. 3,

diseused.Appeal] dismnissed without costa.

~1RRDIT, CJ. FBRIARY9'rl. 103.
CHAMBEIRS.

FV V. STAR IPRINTING ADPIBLISIIING CO-.

<oo Def ence-Grounds of Acio. rlivial OrFrvn.
APPeai hy plainitifr from order of Master iu Chianbers

(ante P1) re'qiring plaintiff te flurnishi securityv for dfjt


