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fact beio)ng. Il i4 subslantialiy the saine ns Eng-
lis!, Statutle, 1 & 2 Vic., cap. 45, sec. 1, under whiiclî
ail the Judges agree(l that aJudge of the E.xcimecjuor
sitting in Chamubers liad jiurisdivîîon te inile an
order in a Qiletn's Blenchi case, tiîoîtgh tlle Statinlo
anîliorïming it re qmir<'d it to he riade by a .ludge of
the Cours Il in w~lîieli judgineiit e-m ntered";
(Palmer v. Tlie Jufstice A.çsmranec C'omp;any, 28 L.T.
Rep., 120.) The Judg luwhoin application is
muade, may eliber refuse or grant îiite ordvr soilght
if hie refuse it, rand have in the mnalter before hlim
absolute and qtiprtne jttri.diclion, there cau be
no appeal. Butt genermily, nless takcen nway by
express enactmnent, there i4 Ille righ t of appeal;
for such is the ordinary practice of the Court:
(Chapmn v. Kitig, 4 D). & L., 311.) Where Ille
Court lias original jurisdiction in reference te the
aubject mnalter reftised in Chîambers, il bas, as a
general raie, ajmpellate jutrisdicîion: (Robinson te.
Burbidýgr, 9 C. B. 289.) If the Jindge grant the
order applied for, and lte inatter be not onc exclu-
sively w,%ithin bis discretion an appeal may be liad
for a reviewv of lle order: (Tegginz v. Lau glord, 10
M. & W., 556 ;-Griissell v. Stolec., 14 C. B., 678.>
But the Jmdge bias authhority te open afgnin an order
granted by hlituseif, or even te rescind it before it,
bas been carried int cffect upon bis discovering
that hie lias muade it inadverîently, or that hie lias
been surprized il makingc il by any perversion
or concealment of facîs: (Shaïo et al r. iVickerson,
7 U. C. R., 543) If a party, knowing that Judgcs
sometinies review their own orders, eleet ta make
a second application te the Jdein Chamibers,
instead of appcaling ta the fulil Court, the decisionj
of the Judge in Chamibers cannot bc appealed
from: (Tzonpson v. Becke, 4 Q.B. 759) One Judgre
in Chambers cannae entertain an uppeat front a
brotherJudge as a single Judge in such a case bas-
no appellate jurisdiction : (lb) Neither the Court
nom a Judge will allov a Party ta succcd in a
second application, wba bas previously applied for
the 'verY same thing without coming properly pre.
pared, uniess perhaps upon satisfactory explanatian
of his previous conduct: (Ve Queen r. The Mlfan.
clie=W and Leeds Raiway Comipany, 8 U. & E. 413)
Or unless the first application has failed in conse-
qnencc of some clerical error: (Mt~. V. Dickson, 4
C. B., 736) The rule wvhich prohibits% the making
of a second application iupon the saine ground as a
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formier unsucressftil one lias been tnade, is one of
very considerable importance. In the first place it
tends to scurc reguilarity and propricty in the mode
of innking ,applicatîions. Il alo protecis tlel party,
called. ulpon to show cause, froin hcing harasscd by
repeated applitalions ; andl it prevents the itfl(IU
anci wasteftid occupation of te lime of te Court:
(Ib., Wiide, C.J.) T'he Court will flot encournge

apekfromn the decision of a Judge in a malter
over wvhiclh lie had a full disectionary power,
thotugh dilkring from hiim on the rnerits of the par-
ticular case: (T<mjliaison v. Ballard, 4 Q. B., 642)
If the circuimstanccs of a case arc alrcady insuffi-
cient to warrant an order made, it is Ille duîy of
the party affected, by il, to nppiy te the Court te
vary or rescind il on the grouind that il is nlot the
result of a fair exorcise of diseretion: (Griffin t'.
BradIeý, 6 C. B. 722) It is saici that Ihere is na
inflexible rule as to the pcriod ah -%vhich suct nu
application sholuld bc made, but the party must at
leasi apply within a reasonabie lime : (lb.) The
application shouid in gencral be made in te course
of the term next afier the decision: ilereditlt i-.
Gittita, là Jur. 564 ; Orcliard v. .11ozey, 2 El. & B.
206, aIflrmed in Caillins et al v. Johnsoit, 16 C. B.,
588.) Two years is ruost undoubtedly an unrea-
sonable time : (Ginj/hr et al r. Bratilcy, ubi suep.)
On a motion to rcscind a Jtidge'sq order, the afida-
vils on whichi the order was obtained shouid be
before the Court: (Nceduzn v. Bristoice, 4 M. & G.,
262 ; Porock v. Pickering, 21 L.J., Q.B., 365) The
ruie should be drawn up on read in g the nffidavits
filed in Chambers. (R trde. lfartili, 21 L. J.,
Q. B., 884 ; Gri.sscll r. Stokesç, 2 Ný C. L. Rcp., sand
noteq thereto.)

ATTORNIES AS AUVOCATES.

Wc refer ta the case of Regina v. 1,rridgo,, in
this number. Wc think .ludge Gowan lias taken
the safe course in respect ta adinissions of attorneys
tn the the privilege of advocacy.

There was a tinte in the history of Upper Canada
when it was considered necessary ta admit (by
Statute) individuals ta praclice-when the country
was in ils infancy, and whcn educationai advan-
tages wvere nlot easily te be had: that day ha%
passed, and new in every township an elcmnicnîry
edricat ion is ncceessible in ait; and in cvcry county
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