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ing proofs of Io.9s; on the contrary, it lias fully recognized tlie
need cfl such proofs, and mnade provisions rempeeting themn. 'We
iiuust look to suchi legisition l'or iny rolief. siteli wi thv respeîidont
secks, from. conditions sueh as that in question. It would, in
my opinion, be legisiation. net adjudieatioli, to exteiid its pro-
visions to analogou4 eases; wuid. if it were flot. it would lje diffi-
cuit te flnd a case pr-ovi(lcd,( for in such lerislIatioii analegous Te
this so as to justify any stieh niethod of dealing %vitli this case.
It is impossible for me( to thiin1 [ixt x. 57 of the judieatVr1e Act
is applicable to suieh a, case as 1ilii, to think that it gives to any
judgc power to-to use the wordls of a lati, einient Master of flie
Rliu-''to run lîis~ pen Ilirougli that part of the eontraet' : see
Ea.çterit, etc., Co. v. Pt' ai, r[18991 1 Q.B. S:15, andl Barr,,ot;w v.
Isaacx, [ 1891] 1 Q.il. 417. To horrow again flit, Nvrds tif a vr
Piri ment judge. to give relief in tijis fashion %would be' "taing a
prodigins libertv with a nîrt.

J. À. IIclttosh. for plaiîit4ff. M'iackslock. for defendants.

HIGH COURT 0F JUSTICE.

Cartwright. Master.] roect. 27.

SOVE.REX'N BANýK v. WILSON.

suminaryjuç;aatfi 603-Aclion bY asgiCe of lhoqs in

This was a miotion by plaintiff for a stîîîiiary judgmcent iinder-
Ruté 603 in an action to recovetr $142.21, the aîîîount of an account
for goods sold and delivered to tlic def'endants by the former re-
ceivers and managers of tht, Iniperial Paper ,Nills, duly assignied
te plaintiff.

Held, that the defence diselosed in the affidavità in answer te
the motion dees not differ in substance f rein that set up in
>Sovereign Bank v. Parso ns, not reported. In that ease it wai;
said by the Divisienal Court: "If the recciver is personallyî
liable for the prîce cf the goods supplied for the purposes cf bis,
receivership, it folws that ho iiiist be personaily responsible
for breaeh cf tht, eoxitraet entcred into by hlmn." (Seo Burt v.
Bull (1895) 1 Q.B. 276.) in the Parsoins Case thec defenee wvas
first set up by way cf eonniterelaim. This, it was decîded by
Mý'1RED1TH, C.J., eeuld net be donc, and the Di'visionaI Court held
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