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'l'le more regular course, no doubt, was to haive arnended
the wvrit and sattement of claim. as scion as' the time for any
further appoal fromi the, judgment of the 16th January,
1911, hiad expired. That judgment, however, confirmed the
ordler of the 22ndf Septemiber, 1910, which had made the
(exploratiori company a party plaintiff, and the omissionto
Pet proniptly on the part of the plainitiff's solicitors (as now

vxpaind)is not a g-round for setting, aide the statement of
claim an(] for nullifying the decisions of the Divisional
Court and orf the Court of Appeal.

It would have been better if thep plaintiff'f; solicitors had
mnoved for an order uinder Bisoidt due 353, and had
aleso pr'eviotisiy informred the other -sfde of the reason of this
MeAy of somewheiro about two years. Therefore, while the

statement of dlaim may be properly valiýlafed as of isi, date,
't would seom, fair that the question of interest on any sunf8
the plaintiff zay uiltimately recover be kift open to the
trial Judfge or other tribuinal to be decait with, as ini the
.imilar case of Fikle v. Lu>iz, 14 *P. R. 446, if it appearaý
right sa Lu direct.

'T1w rosts of the motion will bu to the defendant in any
event; and( tlie trial shiould certainly miot bu any longer de-

kyed asUicinterest on the sums claimed ia nearly $9,00O
a jear.
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Pinmipal and Arff!0 ICe#J Bflate lerer-Atm for Cm~so
-itrchAaer- Ai7rccd to Pail-Et'idcPacf.

Lg Tx .. 23 , W. IL ý<4, in ill aetiun 1)y a rEýal tt
broker azairimt ilia piirhaýr o! ei-ortaini iiids, for aý voimimhin
agrvced 111onI fouud aj a filct tial ddnd otid oxpri-SSlyage
Iopa smi <miuiwnuon beininnfre by thl., %veudor thit Rie
would notpsy Rie re t sny silli bY wnY o!cmm>tnJdgei
for çilainitff for $607inçl -ogs.

8uCT. ONT. . Air. 1>iv-) afirmi4d ibovie aidin but re-durpd a9iont of judgmeii(nt Pi $5.,75. N;o costs of appeal.
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