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<JOllinson v. Jeffery, [1896] 1 Ch. 644, distingihé
Appeal fromn order Of Master in Chamnbers.
The defendantsmoved before the Master in Chamc-to disiss the actioni for wpit of prosecutionl, aind o tOctober, 1901, lie madan order directing that indeu ;1of plaiutiftswithin 4 weeks, uudertaking to bring thefor trial at Peterboroughi in t>ecember, 1901, and po&..ing ,to trial then, that the. action be dismissed with istO peal MEREDITH, C.J., affirxned tha.t order,anlurther appeal,'a Divisal CJourt affirmed his~ orerrefused to extend the time for trial or relieve plaintfs rthe consequences of fallng to> give the 'uudertaking. ersequeutly, defedants applied to the Masterin Chafor an order dismdssiug the action, and ou 31st -Tn' J ý1902, he maâde au order allowing pl'aiutiffs t'i go tO ralePeterborough on 27th May nuext. The. def end#uts a1pe8là

'G. M~. MacdonneU, R.Q. for~ defendauts.
W. E. Middleton, for plaintiffs

for giving the undertaking, the acio ira at au end:lerv. ac,3 Q. B. . 83 in?. Davenport, 4
16 P. R. 225, though eni an appeabut m>t te-.wards, an o;rder' extendngth tiame for trial mpight hvbeeu mnade: Carter v. Stbs 'spaad the timethoglit lias expiretd, fo applinu froin such an order, lYbextended: Carter v. Stubbs,, ura, Burke v.T, jeyP. D. 226.. . .

TIn Collilson v. Jeffery, [1896] 1 Chi. 644, KekewiceJrecognized that a diifereut rii1e, frou tha* whi<ch hêadoted ws aplcable wlie th order wa one dn g,"'.;withthedisissl. f au actiou for want of~ >roseeOionIn Scipt Phonograpy Co~. Gg, 59 L J.CNorth, J., treats Whster v. Hanock, and King V-T yel


