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1,1)itillff had iUv ý11b>Lta minteeý in it, or in the alter-
DWi% uv 1 U Iit 11P)8 for Iceuity for etsS

Il . 11OSO, forY de(fndanltS.

A. B. Ma\Irinf,, for platintifsý.

1ItLT!~.LJ. :-îber e-ai be nu) doult thiat the a(tion 1
begun Iir-uat toa rea (1111uy gvnoni beolialf of plain-

tiff- t(, their sleitr Il t1-juauie that theý Ji perial Bank
are" ing1~itre~e i1wtu fruii- uti tbe aetion, but it is

al- c1' 11think, thal, w iethe b1a11ikhoid trnser f
monev~ iu1abIe udr theu cota- r-et rt in 1sate-

menti .4 elitutibtiit ifl' art, - ees parties t) ;any. ;ition
on t ý liic cnraeî i owtstudn the evideiîee of plaitiff
Hlornu, wh esto have uow throwîu ii bis lot witl defen-11
ant:S, 1 du1 Tl(ot think it hia- been made to appear thiat the
action iý really the action of thie luaperial Bank, or thiat
plauntil'- IllsIey a.nd Hlorn are, insolvent. At, stated by the

ChEianeelor in Pritchard v. 1attison, 1 0. L. Lt at p). 41,
'Ver elear proof should 1.ei giveni of the status and lack of
suhstantiaI interest of the plaintifr ini litigation begun by
hit, before the Court shou1td intereept it at the outset Ihy

an rde for seeurity for os.

j Reference to Miajor v. Mfaekenzie, 17 P. R. 18; GJordon
v. Armnstrong, 16 P. IR. 432.]

On the ground that deednshave not, in nty opinion,
given elear proof either of' the insolvency of ail the plain-
tiffs or thiat they have no substantial interest ini the litiga-
tion lgnby themu-and under th(, autborities both tbese

condiions inust be met by defendantsz-the appeal mîust h('
dinisdwîtl eosts to plaintiffs ini any event.
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CHAMBERS.

IA'MILTON v. HTAMILTON, GRISBY, ANI) BE.AMNS-
VILLE ELFX'TTIC P1. W. C'O.

Co.ts-Txatan>--Co asi P-Triail ,r -1ssesýsmn o f Dam-
ages-Special itmsacs

Appeal by defendants front the eertifleate of M.Nr. Thomn,
senior taxing officer. The onh-Y item eom-plaîneil of w-as his


