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Hded, that the assessments were involid as containing no description of
the locality of the lots.

Though the water lots in question %vere numbered according to a regis-
tered plan giving the dimensions, instead of being assessed as numbered
lots.according to such plan, they were assessed en bloc as having a frontage

of 46 fet n te soreline of Lake Ontarlo, by- depth-south into th7e
lake of 66o feet. Lots as nunibered on the plan were owned by different
people; moreover, the plan only sheved a depth of individual lots on it of
xoo feet.

Held, that the assessment was invalid as disregarding the essential
requiremnents of R.S.O. C. 224, B. 13,
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Re'vévor - Subs1ttuied p/atintif-- AbsecCe of cons.ent - /Jiabity f r cos.s -
71ransfer of right petidente /ie-Stay ofpoceedings.

It may, in rare cases such as Cham>nkrs v. Kù/c/en, 16 1). R. 2 19, be
"necessary or desîî'able " under Rule 396 to add or substitute a person as

"-j plaintiff; without the consent required by Rule 2o6 (3), upon the application
of the opposite party ; but where it becomes necessary ta substitute a
person as plaintiff without his consent, to prevent injustice, he should flot
be exposed, without saine further action on his part or adoption by him of
the position into which he is forced, ta any liability for damages or costs.

Under the circumstances ot this case, the fact that F. had becomne
pendente lite the transferee of the prarniissory note sued on did not entitie
the defendants to an order substituting humi as plaintiff and inaking hiim
liable for the costs of the action.

But the original plaintiff could nlot be allowed ta prosecute lhe action
further, because he has no langer any interest iii it, and F. could not be
allowed to, do so because he had nat caused hiinself to be substituted as a
plaintiff, nor obtained leave to proceed'in his own naine upon the judgm'ent
pronounced in favour of the plaititiff which had not been entered, but fromn
which the defendants sought to appeal; and aIl further proceedings in the
action should, therefore, be stayed, but %vithout costs.

Hl. JMass, for plaintiff and Trhomas Fraser. j E. Jones, for

Trial of Actions, Boyd, C.] [Nov. 14.
BROWN V. TIORONTO G-NI:RÀi. TRUSTS COMPANY.

1.2opiîtio onortis causa-Banker's pass book.

Jild, that a banker's pass tbook given upon receipt of a deposit which
-àsnibreadi wihi a stipulated that the deposit will not be
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