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Frank Denton, K.C., for defendants.
R.S.N eville, for plaintift,
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erved
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THE Master 1y CHAMBERS:—The demand
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3 . th 118ty

No answer wag made to that demand until the :‘lci Jofend-

when the plaintifg solicitor gave the ir%formatlo_ner. ot the
ants’ solicitor in the office of 5 special examiner;

ice 0

o L red with notice ©

same hour the Plaintif’s solicitop was served with his
motion for the order h

. . i nade &
Ereéin, such service being ma
office.

: order
Counsel for defendants asked on the return that no

the
; in
other than that the costs of the application be costs
clause, he made,

costs

Counse] for Plaintiff objecteq and asked that g;eplain'

of the application be baid by the defendants to t e there

tiff, on the ground that Rule 144 does not apply wher

is only one party plaintiff. sheved
It is quite tpye that if the style of the cause only he

; t t
one party ag plaintiff, they not only the motion, bu
demand, would not haye

. the
been served under Rule 14%43.
Procedure would haye been in that case under Bule sing B
The difﬁculty has arigen through the plaintiffs uzm?er
firm name ip bringing the action, while he is sole 1111222
of the firm, This ig opposed to the provisions of Rulexﬂnder
see the able artjc]e written upon thig point by Mr. Ale lain-
MacGregor, anq Published ip g C. L. J. at p. 763. The‘? wel
tiff, having heen + e cause of the difficulty, might Ym?“hpw
have heen asked to pay the cogtg occasioned by his anie.
perly using the Name of the fipy instead of his own ¢ No
The order wij 80 as asked by defendants’ counsel.
costs of plaintiff’s affidavits,
R. 8. Neville, Toronto,
Denton, Dunn,
fendants,

solicitor fop plaintiff. .
& Boulthee, Toronto, solicitors fQF



