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-on who is nult a Party tu thi.. procecding. If Ir is to bc rede-
posited to bis accourit hù should gic te ncca~directioni
or endorsationr. Even 'f thle d raw~er iîad becti lie garise.ie
1 do flot tiiink iliat ai) order aIbýo]ute coud htave been mîade
as acraiIîsî bIn. TIhé diflh uflty has arisen t'rom the solicitors
beiiig ïiipseht of the cheque. Titeir wisest course would
have been to return te iliqu wIt a notice toi the defetidat
or bis solicitors th liaiicr coehad nul be pid.I and
tiiat thcy iooked bo theprccd of the actioni foir paynient.
Sec De Sesa/. v. C. '. J.,., 14 . 1? 108, ai Il se (1 Ited.
This may yet bc donc anîd iiiav probably restilt in stsato
of the dlaimi of the applicants. If nof an attacIîiiiîg orderr

lmight issue iii respect of the inouîey Ilicu ini the lOCS
of the defendant.

As th iaiersands at renthte liresclit attacitiiî
order, inu8t l ise ard with iosts to the bnnk, fixcd at $5.
The ebo is lnot eîtle u% ny cts as it ïi lier refusai to
]a iersojitr tli:at lîas caused] tli presenti procedings.
Aifd so fair ais appears, there is no justificaýtion for that re-
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M AsTI1i 'i-fi A~i lus~ ni >d dfed,în ta o* -,.r for fouir for-
eigncollmi~siiiu~ lutiike ' ieiiu w ir ind:u not heî'n in dt--
faut a d 1w uidri~es~ ,î~tî ~iî îees.o r~f.r his d .'en(ýe

F< r.p~on . Ifiilcan Il i L Il.3~,rtikprr'q t,,.

MoItionr t'deeîd for a C mnîhsli-ion to Liv.erpool, Eng-
iand-to ;wnnpg tl tu two plc~in the United States
to tak1e evidencý «t tue pruýper oilicor< of the eornpanic who
issuedi the policie.. in qusinin tlîîý aicion in flic quec4ion
of pavment.

C. A. Mos,,- for defetidant.
F. Arnoidi. K.C., for plaintif!.

CARTWRIGHT, K.C., . STrR :-After the dIîspositîiî of
the prvvious motion in Itis case reported in 21 0. W. P. 493,


