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SAMPLE v. NkLAUGHLIN.
Security fressA lcto gis oiio- tonbrou',ht w.h

authori«y-A#Ucasis out of the jursdiction.
Upen an application b>' the solicitor who brought this action in the namnes

of several plaintiffs for an order for secunty for costs of proceedings taken
against hirn b>' two of the plaintifis, wno resided eut of the jurisdiction, tu set
aside the judgrnent in this action and strikes their namnes out of hie record,
upon the ground that the solicitor had no authorit>' frorn them te bring the
action in their narnes,

Hed, that the solicitor having brought these plaintiffs into Court b>' the
kise of their naines, they were entitled te corne into Court to defenid theni-

v selves against such use, without being required te give security for costs.
In re Perry, 2 Ch.!). 531, followtd.
Held, alse, that where a charge cf impreper conduct is made against a

solicitor, whe is an officer cf the Court, b>' a person out of the jurisdiction,
the Court ouglit nlot te order securit>' fer costs, and thus prevent such a charge
being investigated.

s IV. M. l)ougîezs, for the soliciter.
Aji1eswor'fh, Q.C., for the applicants.

Nlr. Cartwright,
* Official Referee. [Ma lV

CHURCH WVARIENS OF CIIURCH OF' ST. MARGAREtv TE'ES

Nidezn-Inuncéon-E.dzsivejzrisdiciion o'f Court o'f Chance>-Juiy
noice.

* Action te restrain the piayîng of a band near a cthurcli as a nuisance.
Held, th.- the jury notic served b>' defendants shouid be struck rut on

t0,9 ground thât the cause cf ac,-on is one form-eri-l within the exclusive jttris-
diction cf the Court of Chancery, and that this case is net distinguishiable
froil Lt'»den v'. I)idmion, 16 P. R. 74.

Held. aise, that Iendan v. I)idinon is flot affected by Taegeod ',. fIliite
maers/t, 33 C.L.J. 396.

'l'le Iinglish practice appears te be diflerent, sec PW<st v. W/d/ie, L R. à
Ch. D). 6 1, and I>oweilv. Ifrll/icien, LAC. 12 Ch. 1), 234,

If. 7. Peck, for plaintiffs.
A4. AI'L <aMcdonel!, for defendlants.

J'aiie--Msjeindr <f djenant -- lùt>wicauses of action.
The plaintioes dlaim as against lier husband, one cf the defendants, was

for àpecific performance of an ante-nuptial contrat t tu transfer to lier certain
property of variatus km . and as against the sever. 1 other defendants, te whemi

-~ - the husband had made transfers of sucli property, or in whese hands it ws,
for relief b>' way of deciaration, cancellation, and order for payrnent.
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