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Coxcmmxc COSTS WHERE THE CROWN IS INTERESTED—LAW SoCIETY.

‘I:Zie:l::h?ll)lu ét. Writs of execution
are 1og ‘(;C‘ a decree for costs is enforced,
sovereille m the name of the reigning
agai gu, al.ld they cannot be levelled

8t thejp author. Officers of the
ad‘;z‘;zfto ‘thom in the usual course of
are enl: tation the affairs of the Crown
ABpes tusted,. anq who for that reason
20 C: a3 parties ht'igant have ordinarily
they OWn property in their-hands which
) ¢an apply or are at liberty to apply

8atisfy such g decree, and it would not

Conscionable to levy upon their pri-

v
vate effects when they have been acting .

10 the discharge of a public duty: The
¥ x: d{‘;dvocate v. Lord Douglas, 9 Cl. &
not .i 3. Hence, Courts of Equity will
or Ssug an order which they cannot en-
€, and will not award costs against the
.n:) wn OF its officers which they can
‘fhEI‘ directly nor indirectly exact by
€Ir process,
Wo'flfls being the policy of the Court, it
l‘ights & corresponding change in the
" Whep of the prown to claim costs in cases
eeivee ta subject would be entitled to re-
Court hem by the cursus curiee.  The
recipy generally applies the principle of
oreq Ocity, anc? as it is not able to en-
of Costs against the Crown in favour
priva[;nvat.e sm.tor, neither will it muleta
BHCceefj Sult;or.m costs. when the Crown
cm]ven-& This practice of the Court is
far p ‘ently summed up in the famil-
or ""f"}l that the Crown neither pays
o Teceives costs: Rees v. Attorney-
eral, 16 Gr. 467 5 Burney v. Mac-
ndld’ 15 Sim. 6 ; Attorney-General v.
L”"’ 8 Beav. 270, and in appeal 1
Loy Ido - 471 ; see also Attorney-General
ma%er’;’g lll\gac. & Gord.. 269, where the
Cussed, elaborately and Instructively dis-

th::ehTOSt notic?able statute affecting
mpergial »to %0st8 in Crown cases is the
idh statute 18,‘19 Vict. cap. 90,
rovin as 8001.1 after introduced into this
®® and ig pow chapter 21 of the

Consolidated statutes {U.C.) This statute
is limited to cases where the information,
suit action or other legal proceeding is by
or on behalf of the Crown, (secs. 6 & 7)
and it does not extend to litigation in
which the Crown is made a defendant.
In equity, then, the chief result effected
by the statute is that the interposition
of a relator is no longer really necessary
to enable the Court to give costs to a suc-
cessful defendant in Crown suits. Other-
wise the practice is left as it was: see Gib-
son v. Clench, 1 Chan. Cham. R. 69. The
proper form of order for the payment of
costs under this statute is given in the
Attorney-General v. Hanmer, 4 De. G.
& Jo. 305. The position of the Crown
and the Court was pointedly and pithily
put by Van Koughnet, C., in the Unifed
States v. Dennison, 2 Chan. Cham. R.
263, where he laid it down that the rule
that the Crown neither claims nor pays
costs is that which the Court favours as
most consistent with the dignity of the
Crown and the practice of the Court.
He perhaps unconsciously recalled the
grave humour of Lord Lyndhurst’s lan-l
guage in Hullett v. The King of Spain,
1 Dow 177, when he said that the House
of Lords declined to disparage the dignity
of the King of Spain by giving him
costs.
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CALLS TO THE BAR. )
Sixteen students presented themselves:
for examination. Of these the following
were successful. The names are given in
the order of merit :
A, C. Killam, T. Hodgkin, C. J.
O’Neil, F. Robertson, H. E. Henderson,.
H. Cassels, F, Love, W. Wyld, and T.

Caswell.
The following were also called to the

Bar under the Rule of the Society for
calls of attorneys under Act of 1876 :



