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ensuing, during which period the court will not
sit, and the Matcr's and the RLegistrar's offices
shall bc respcctivcly clcsed: except that the
I1egistro'-'s inay at any time during the said
vacation be opened for ail purposes of mnking
applications for special inj une ions."

Oiq the 3rd day of June, 1853, ail pre.existing
orders were abolished in express ternis. But
still order 4 of this series of orders, substituted
for those abolishied, says, "lThe long y' êzaticx3 is
to commence on the first day of Jc"ýy, and to
ten ninote on the 21st of August in every ye.-r."
WVhit long vacation? Ia nsy opinion the long
vacations established by the order of 1840. But
if, as it may be contcnded, tisat order was
blatted out entirely, there would be no long
vacation te which reference could have been
made. The order must then, 1 think, have only
been disturbed s0 for as order 4, of 3rd June,
1853, disturbed iL; or must have been recogniz-
cd and re-estoblîshed by that order, exccpt in se
far as iL interferes 'with iL. If the provision for,
or creation of a long -vacation depcnds upon this
order 77, thon aise, I think, ire nmust look to it
to sec what that vacation ineant; irbat iras its
character, purpose and object ; and those are de-
fined by the order itself. Gxiving offect to those,
I think that no procceding in invitum conld or
con be taken in the Master's office during the
long vacation; that the proccedings in this case
irere therefore irnpreper, and that the motter
must be reforred back to the Master to procecd
ancw. The ordinary mreaning of the 'word
"vacation" is an intermission of proceeding-
of ordinory work. It is truc thot subsequent
orlers provide that vacation shall not count in
the timne ollowed for certain proceodings may ho
taken iii vacation. But for this provision time
might ivell rua la respect of proccedings had
before vacation arrivcd.

As, I believe, this is the first case in irbicli
objection has heen taken to proceeding ia the
Master's office during the long vacation, and as
it has beca custamary during that tume to take
such proceedings, I niake ne order as to costs.

CIIANCERY CHIAMBER.S.

(R-po? ted b3 . W. FLETCIIER, Esq., Solicitor, £15c.)

Tics v. MvsuRs.

Practice-Ptitio to Court.
Wbere under an order in Chambers after decree, persans la.

tereeted in the equlty of redemption of nsortgaged premises
have been added as parties to a suit in the Master's ofice,
an application te stit aside sncb an order mnuât be madle to
the court upon petition.

S. H1. Blake applied in Chambers, on notice, on
behaît' of Cornelius O'Suhlivan, who had been
added as a party defendant in the Master's office
after decret, under an order made ia Chambers,
as being interested in, or as being the owner of
a portion of the mortgaged premisos in question,
to have the order set aide and vacatrd.

Harnilton, for the plaintiffs, irithout adducing
merits, contended that the application was irregu-
larly and improperly made, having been moade
in Chsambers on notice of motion iasteod of to the
Ctourt upon petition.

Tur, Jupos's SECirETAY.-I ans Of OpinliGi
that the objection is a good one, and must pre.
vail. The order ia Chambers which was sought
to bc vacated hiaving been made after decrce,
was in fact a? part of tise decree in effeot.

Liberty given to O'Sullivan to apply to tbe
Court upon petition-costs of the application in
Chambers rcserved.

WIîMAX V. BUADSTREET.

1>rctce-.ceasanof tinmfor appeaL.ng t)' Court of Errer
and -4ppeal.

Wlere tino ta appeal to the Court of Error and Appeal Iron
(tn order made in Chambers wuuld expire bufore Such
appeal ceuld be beard. the turne %viI1 flot be extended on
an application made to a Judge in chambere for that
puirpo8e.

An order had been made in in Chambers this
suit on the 29th of Noveniber last, refusing, te
discliarge the writ of sequestration issued agiust
the defendants. From this order the defendouts
desired to appeal to the Court of Error and lp.
peal; but as they had allowed one sitting of the
said Court to be held without appcaling, the six
months would expire before the .July sittings,
and consequentiy unless the tut-e was extended
such an appeal could not be masde at al. This
was an application, therefore, for an extension
of the time for appeal.

MeLennan, for the defendants.
S. Il. Blake, contra.

Tns JUDGE's SECRETARY.-USder the circnim-
stances, if the appeal could be made at a&l, it
might be made without an application of this
des-cription in Chambers. The English authori-
tics shcw quite coaclusively that Judges ln
Chamabers bave no power to make such an order
as that askcd for ln this case.
1 nsust refuse the application with costs, on the

ground of want of jurisdiction.

STEPIIEN V. S1IMPsoN-.
Pradice.-l=xcion-Fee on subpoena.

Foe on Subpoena by direction cf the Court, to be allowvd on
taxations under the tariff of coste, whore the atoun.
itsif is properly taxable.

[Master's Office, 1867.3
In the bill of costs in this suit a charge was

mode for fée on a subpoena. The Master taxed
it off, holding that, according to the proctice
,which had prevailed in his office for a consiiler-
able length of ime, he was flot authorized iii
taxing such a fee.

Application was thereupon made, thr-ough the
Secretary, to the .Judgcs of the court, for a d: rec-
tion to the Master to allow such fées to tht
parties.

It wos contendrd that under the wording ùf
the tariff a fée on a suhpoeua should be a taxalffl
fée, being a writ issued out of the court.

Tas JUDG&S SEORETAitY. having cotiferrcd wvith
tht ,ludgeq, directed the Master hiereafter te a1law
a fee of five shillings on cvery writ (if subpoena
on ail taxations, wlien the charge for the writ
itself is properly taxable.

[April, 1867.109,--Vor,. 111.) N. S.] LAW JOURNAL.


