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it 11 f registration we believe, are thoroughly satisfied with it ;but of coursetjtie - tc be lost sight of, that the facilitY it affords for expeditiously makingthe scy no means its leading dlaim to publie acceptance, its principal menit ise tter ity and certainty which it gives to tities ; a security and tertainty1'tryUnattainabie under the 01(1 system.

COAIAENTS ON CURRENT ENGLISH DE GISIONS.
3749h L-aw Reports for April comprise 24 (J.B.*, pp. 3157 5P*. p9'ad43~ Chy.D., PP. 313-469.

1 M RACTICEINFANTi-DiSCOVI-Ry-(ONT 
RuLE 487).ald'Alab V. COliS, 24 Q.13.D., 361, a Divisiojial Court composed of CaveStjth, ý J., decided that an infant plaintiff suing by his next friendU1ie nOt be comfpelled to answer interrogatories for the purpose of discovery.ber the Practice in Ontario hie would, on the authority of this case, appear tothat7fPt fromn examination under Rule 487. Lt may, however, be remarkedes Ieaarned judges base their decision on the practice in Chancery, and thatt,,,Practice had flot been altered by the Judicature Act it stili subsists inb 'idted ' 1 Ontario, however, ail former practice inconsistent with the Con-by re Iles is superseded, and any ufipro vided case is to be governed, flotthOisoli "ce to the former practice, but, as far as may be, by analogv to thete a ted Rules (see Rule 3), and whether this fact makes any difference in'PlCability of this case remains to be seen.

eXeCTOR-COFC F LAW ANI) EQUITY-~JUDGMENT VOII) AGAINST CREDITORS.Vibatr
(.alltb 'v C oies, 24 Q.D,364, is a decision of the Court of Appeal whichto the e regarded as an authoritv in Ontario on the main point decided, owingb1 e eiference in the statute law' of this Province and that of England ; but itthe Useftiî for reference in relation to the provision of the Judicature Act to1atteeftect that Where there is a difference between the miles of Law and Equity thea ciebt 0O prevajil In this case the defendant, as administratrix, was sued forWh lrh "d aniother action by another creditor was subsequentîy brought, inWa iUdgrnt~ Was recovered. This judgmnent, owing to som-e technical defect,Wh Voicii9leh s against other creditors; the defendant, however, paid the dlaim,dEe(austed th e assets of the estate, and the defendant set up this fact asESofel i the present action. In England there was a conflict between theziru -'vvand Equity as to the right of à personal representative under thesete sfces* Accord ing to the rule of Law, after suit brought by one creditor

a ersflal representative could not, in case of a deficiency of assets, pay(à It~ çreditor. as against the first creditor suing; but in Equity he might do
a 'as held in this case that the Equity rule prevailed, and that the defend-a% Jtfed in paying the second cred'itor in fuit. Lt was unsuccessfuîîyf"tePlaintiff that the judgment of the second creditor, although bad as


