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e/d, that althougb the plaintifrs righit ta each cause of action w.is
historically connected with each of the others, that ronnection related Only ta
lier rights ; the rights of each set of the defendants were as distinct as
they were before the events which canferred upon the plaintiff the rights which she
asserted; and sucli causes cf action could not properly be joined in ane action.

Sl;lert/îwvaie v. Hanâyz, ( 1894) A. C. 494, and Sadier v. Greal e .rtgrn
R. W. Co., (1896), A.C. 450, ffollowed.

A/ev. Stuart, for the plaintiff.
Ta/bot illc' 1 A, and Hume E//iot, for the defendants.

MIr. Cartvright,l
Official Reteree. f>~..STR?.~ [May 21.

Soi(Ifilo~s /ie'n-Admi,,istration acli'on-Deliivery up o ij6ers.
A solicitor wlio bas fornierly actedt for an administratrix iii a suit brought -

against bier cannot retain papers upon which lie has a lien for bis rosts, so as
to delay an administration suit, but mnust deli ver up the documents ta the admin-
tratrix' present soliritor without prejudice to bis lien, the documents ta be re-
turned ta him at the close of the administration proceedings. Order to go
simiilar ta that I -e Boughtoii, Bouzrhlon v. Ioughun, 48 L.T. N.S. 4 13.

,ko)iev. Thomtay, i Ch. Cham. R. 19, distinguished.
L 1. M'clrady, for applicant.>
14. H .B/ake, for solicitor.

ARMotçuR, C.J.. STREETi', J.] [May 21.
PE(,( T,. Howi.ETT.

D)ivision Court IJurisdiction-Ascert(,in,,ent ofitmunt- PromisseeC note-
In lèret -5 ô Pict., c. î,*ç, s. 2 - ba ndonin aof e.vcess - il'co very ;"n n ote -

Jndoser-Suetis-Iartes-ubs~tu/onof p/cuinte.
lIn an action in a Division Court upon a pramissory note expressed on its

face ta be for $200 and interest, judgrnient %vas given for the plaintiff for $210.
He/d, that the amount was ascertained by thc signatures of the defendants,

aîîd the interest accumulated upan the note tront the trne the amount wvas so
ascertained was not ta be încluded in determining the question of jurisdiction,
but interest so accumulated miight be recovered in a Division Court, in ad-
dition ta the claim, under 56 Vict., c. 15, s. 2, notwithstandîng that the iritercst
and the amnount of the claimi so ascertained tagether eN-ceeded $200.

Held, also, that the jud.qe in the Division Court had pawer, under Rule 7
of the Revised Rules of the i)ivis:on Courts, to permit thc abandonrncnt of the
excess caused by the dlaimi for notarial tees

Ho/d, also, that upon pavaient of the amounit of the note by the plaintiff
to the original holder, the plaintiff beng liabie as indorser ta suchi holder, thef
plaintiff became entitled tO the note and ta enforce bis rights against the other
parties ta it ; and, a, it appeared that twoao. ýhe defenclants had indorsed thc
notes as sureties tn thc plaintiff for the makers, bu was entitled ta re-
caver against them, although Uie note was made payable to his order.

141ikùarON v. Unwig, 7 Q.B.D. 636, followed.


