
pp. 258, 291, the learned anthors speak of the indorsen2ient

on the writ being actually amended in sucli cases. On in-

quiry at the central office, 1 was îuformedthat, as, a iatter

of f act, this is not usually doue.
The order to be mnade will 'bc according to the f orrmo

that issued-in Hogaboom Y. McCulloch, aud the costs of this

motion and any extra costs oceasionecl to, defendants there-

by will be to, themn in any event. . . . refer also to

Patterson v. Central Canada L. and S. Co., 17 P. R. 470, as

being a very strong case in favour of amendints.
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BIJRNSIDE v. BATON.

Security for ('osts-Iec~ased &Scirity - Fîirng Amolt-Po88ibl
f3eti~mntFtLUreAppiicationu.

Motion b 'y defendants for an order for additionPal securit'

for costs to the amount of $3,000.

W. E. Middletou, for defendauts.

J. E. IL. Starr, for plaintif!.

THE, MIAsTE.-TIie facts of this case, so f ar as miateriii

to the present motion, are set cout in the affidavit of oue c

the defendants' solicitors. IHe goes fully into the mnatte

and gives bis reasons for asking a greater sum than has eve

been asked for in thils IProvince iu any case that I ain awai

of. . . . 1 have read over the bulky mnaterial furnîshie

mie ou this motion. I have carefully cousidered it in tii

light of the judgmeut of a Divisional Court in Standai

Trading Co. v. Seybold, 5 0. L. I. 8; secal refflarks

Meredith, J., at p. 13. 1 thiuk it is a f air deducetion .
.. that a plaintif! is not to be required iu ail cases to gi)

sectity to the tmost limit of his possible and prospecti)

liability' iu case of his f ailure iu hie, action. It may yet 1

the fact, as al frieuds of the parties mnust honestly desir

that this action may neyer go to trial. In auy case no sui

trial eau take place until some timie uext Septemiber

t circi (,Çvqc, il


