
When one remumbvrs that Cnrr left Irelanld 110w mo(re than"

y-five years ag.o, a boy' of twenty, the entire worthlossies>î of

pruposed evidence bmeornes apparent.

Apart from ail otiier objections, 1 tlunk the moîtionl is vivions

prineipfr, and that the learned Master is prceigupon

errone-ous thieory. It is his duty to allow the cilimiats to pre-

t their respective claims as they hest eau, ani oaûi at hi&.

il risk as toecosts; and, if each and ail of the, elaýimau;ts) fait

uqtablishi a edaiim, then the fund goes to the Crowii:; ali th10

)wu will, no doubt, recognMise any fair elaim that aY at anY

le be made out.
The motion must be dismissed. 1 think there should be iok
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Jurdidotiof Trafug o Dhal ProvisiwiallY tith'1i

81ca1é of otsPW r fo Make' Orde r af er Judmn Eil-

g Offcer at Toronto, thiat thie pflaintiff was entîitledl te tai

oxu1 the ighCoulrt Scale, and( that the deenatswrent

ufltled to tax theo exevs of their costs over andl above, County

ouft costa, undler Con. Rule 1139.
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MIDE0N, lTh Ction) w-as brougý,lit to recover weekly

ayets due uploni an acuidlenit insurance poliey. The deifend(-

at d1.puted ail liabIl)ity; but, in 2addition to the question of

abltthere was al question whiether the plaintiff should re-

Dve sngle or double liaibility.

The action came on for trial before thr Chief Justice of tbe

?Imo Peas, who gave judlgmrent in f avour of the plaintiff,

,nt esevedthe question as to the seille of liability. Some dis-

tmoui then took lace, in whieh the Cbief Justice stateil thlat,


