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to a littie over $100. The preet action was brought i h

Jligh Court by plaintiff as executor Of their father, agaisth

defendant, for a declaration that the plaintiC, as such xctr

is owner of and entitled to pseion of the lands whieh er

souglit to be reeovered in the first unucsflattempt, < E

MASTER rN CH~AMBfERS (after statiug the facts) : Iwilb

notieed that in both clauses (c) and (d) of R~ule 1198 the o.d

used are "for the samne cause." Having regard to theeision

as to the meaning of these words to be fond in the. cases ie

in Holmested and Langton, ou the rule, pp. 1427-1428,an

espeeially to Luncas v. Cruikrhiank, 13 P.R. 81 (whieh ensvr

applicable), and dau<hell v. Brower, 17 P.R. 438, 1 oI o

think the preseut motion eau sueceed. The. Brut prteigw

baued ou the assuiuptioli of a teuancy whicb had .xpire&.A

understand, the. appeal was aUlowed on the. groimd that n t

ancy wa proved, adso the proeedngshno .udain

Here there iu no such alU.gation necessary, and the planifms

prove lus title; -, wereas, in the otiier proceeding, lie ba4 nyt

prve tha the dfedant oo t im.in the eaino eat

and thon the plaintif 's title wol uot corne into quesin u

only the right te immediate pseion. Even if thei.?gen

of the. District Judge h'ad stoed, there weoild have been ohg

to peveti th dfnat next day &rom bringlng an cino

tiff wocoldno av eledonthe pror ugmn as an ns

to tat ation 1 rfer o bat 1 maid on tis rule i~n ecvr

CORRECTIN.


