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the jobbers against the plaintiff; but according ta the practice of the Stock Ex-
change, such closing of the account does flot affect the client, if he desires ta have
the ',ontract rompleted, and is flot in default ta the defaulting broker, and the
jabber in that case is bound to complete on the settling day. Later on the sane
clay the plaintif %vas declared a defaulter. The plaintiff informied the defendant
that hie liad been declarcd a defaulter on the Stock Exchange and his accour.ts
clased, and that the defendant could cither accept the prices fixed by the official
zasvsignce' or, if lie desired, hie could take the shares up, that is, pay for themn on
the scttling day. The plaintiff said lie would accept the officiali ' rices ; and it
%vas hield by the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M,R., and Bowen aitu Fry7, L.JJ.)
that the defendanit hiavîng ratified the closing of the account before the settlingy
day, was boutid ta indeninify the plaintiff against the amounit for which the
plaintiff wvas liable ta the jobbers on the closing of the accauint,

PR &CTI M -- CA U,,£ SET I>OWN FOR TRI AL-0H AX 0 O SOLICITOR-~NOTICE TO OFFIC PIt- Olt1. In, R.

S (0.11. 463).

IHma v. Finebiorg, 22 Q.B.D. 259, shows the seriaus consequences which may
resuit <rom flot giving proper notice of a change of solicitor. After the cause
wvas set down for trial the plaintifms solicitor wvas suspended from practice; there-
upon the plaintiff changed his solicitor, and notice of such change wvas filed at
the central office, but no notice wvas given ta the officer with whom the record
Nvas entered for trial, The case came on for trial, and the learnied judge presid-
ing, finding the name of a solicitor on the record who hiad bee'i suspended from
practîce, and there being no evidence before hirn of any, change of solicitor,
dechined ta hear the case and disrnissed the action wvith costs. This order wvas
suibsequetlty x'aried by the Divisianal Court and the cause reinstated on the
tcrmns of the plaintiff paying ail costs wvhich had been thrown away, and ' this
order wvas sustaiticd by the Court of Appcal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Bowen and
Fry, L-jj.), who overruled the plaintiff's contention that lie wvas c' titled to have
the cause reinstatcd Nvithout any ternis.

PliAUTIU'E-PRIW'CTIÇ0 OF I)('M N B ANDS~ 0F THIRD PARTIEM-ORD. 37, R. 7--(SEU C.R.

578, 5799, 580).

In Searker v, Rcy;w/ýdS, 22 Q.B.D. 262, a Divisional Court (Huddleston, 3.,
and Wills, J.) dccided that under Ord. 37, r. 7, which provides "The Court or
judgc may in any cause or matter at any stage af the proceedings order the
attendlance ai any persan for the purpose of producing any writings or other
documents nanied in the order which the Court or judge may think fit ta be
produced:- provided that no persan shall be compelled ta produce under any
such order any w~riting or other document which hie could flot be compeiled ta
produce at the hearing or trial,"' the Court has no power ta niake an order upon
a persan flot a part>- to the action ta produce documents for the purpose of
enabling a party ta &action ta inspect the same belfore trial. The Ontario
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