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1 can find Éothing in principle, or authority to prevent,

a mortgagee who is assessed forthe propertY qualifying on

bis legal estate. The saine considerations apply also te,

Roberts. If they make a proper declaratiQn %ýithin ten days,

thejr 1 appeai will be allowed; but -xithout costs here or .1 r
below. They 'are given an indulgence in beiDg allowed to Y ,

make iiow a declaration which sho.uld have been made three

months ago, aDd without whicli they bad no right to their

scats. It would seem necessary again to call attention to the

necessity of observing the plain directions of the statultes, in

the forms préscribed,

If the declaration bc not made Éy either within 10

d ays, the appeal of that one will bc dis-missed With costs.

While it is in my view, prdbable that there is no neces-
affidavit that theýfacts as to

s 'ty fo the relator to file an

the, defe.ct in the declaration came to his knowledge only

within 8 weeks. before tÉe notice' of motion Was served, he

w ill bc permitted to do so if so advised, for- the greater

caution in case of an appeal from this decision or in case

either of the respond.ents fails to-make the proper declaration.-

MASTER IN CHAMBERS. A2RIL 17TH, 1912.

110N. MR. JUSTICE MIDDLETON. MA-Y 3im, 1912;ý

KUULA v. MOOSE MOIJNTAIN -LIMiTED.

3 0. W. N. 1085, 1203; 0. L. R.

Action - Conaolidation - Commom Defendant-Di8tinct Claims bli

Different Plaintiff- -Action for Damagea for Negligently 8etting

out Pire,

Applicatioù-hy defendants for an-brder Retieuw

or staying-proceedîngs in all but'the firist pending itý itrial anddirec-

ing fuTther tbat.. onty oneiôl the, pendingexeminations for discovëry

be allowed te proýceed. The actione were aIl brought by the sme

soliciter in respect of alleged negligénce of defendants on loth July,

1911, in negligently setting out a fire and allowing it te ýescape te

the respective lands of defendants.
MASTER IN CRAJOMEU-dI'Smi"ed the motion, costs in cause te

Plaintiffs, and defendants appeaIed.
MiDDLLPTON, J., dismissed appeal.; costs to'plaintiffà in any event-

Weâtbrook v. Austration Mail ' 23 L. J. 0. P, 42, and

'WilliamB v. Raleigh, 14 P. R. 50, followed.
history of and principles governing consolidaflon'of actions dis-

Appeal by the defendants in these four casès from au

0rder of the Master in Chambérs, refusing io consolidate tlie

actions OT fo sýay Ëroýeeaings in the actions other thàn the

firstly-aamed. actioji, peuding the trial of thai action.
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