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kr. CLAIR V. STAIR-MASTER IN CHiAmBERs-JAN. 30.

,ýr1 for Costs-Libel and Mainder Act, 9 Edw. VII. ch.
.12-Affidavit-Crss-examinafion on-Insolven t Plaîn-

>.fenece on the Merits--Good Faith-Two Actionzs by saine
i f agisi Different Defendants--Consolidtion-Stay.]
ion by tiie defendants (other than the defendant Stair)
order, junder thie Libel and Siander Act, 9 Edw. VIL. ch.
12, requiring the pflaintiff to give security for the appli-

coets of tie action, whieh was for libel. The falet that the
ýff vus not possessedl of property sufficient to answer costs,
ucceffful. was bot deniied; and the Master said that it re-
1, to consider whepther the defendants had shewn, at lenat
facie, tliat they had a good defence on the merits, and that
itements complained of wvere published in good faith. The
it of the defendant Rogers8, on whieh, the motion wasibased,

ýafcet undler the decisions in Greenhow v. Wesley, 1
;. 1001. and Duval v. O 'Beirne, 3 O.W.N. 513; but the
lant Rogers was cýross-(-xaîtiÎned at great length, under suli-

of ý. Î2. upon)i lis affidiavit: sec ante 645i; and the plain-
pt.nded that the cýross-exaination shewed that the de-
lt iiad not a g-oodl defence on the merits, that the publica-
-as mot in g-ood taithi, and thiat the statements complained of

im~ply a eriinial charge against the plainiff. The
r referred ta Odgers on Ljihel and Siander, 5th cd., pp. 7,
65; The. Quecun v. Hlolland, 4 Q.B.D. at p. 46; Smyth v.
!non, 17 P.R. 374, :376; and said that the motion xaustble
sed; costa ta ho costs in the cause, as the merits were net
oeoperly inqetin-h plaintiff, having brouglit an-
aotion for acta, alleged te have been comminitted since those
iined'ot lin tUic irst action, rnoved ta hiave thie firat action

untiI after the second shul'ave been isps of, or
'e the two actions consolidlatuid, and to be allowed to use
secod action the depositions taken in thie first action.

[ater said thiat, 11. thei(re werie net the saine decfenldants in
icton, it wa8 plain thiat noneo f these courses could lie
against tii will of anfe the defendlants; and they did
uent. As te a stay ef thet first action, the plaintiff, if se

d, ,ouId lot it reat, and 1Icave the defendants te move te
te it if agzgrieved. If bath actions proceeded in the usual

, the. plaintiff eoufl set them down tog-ethier for trial, and
application to tie trial Judge te try themn together or give
ion to save expense aud timre. Motion dismissed, with
D the dfnata in the cause. X. IH. Ludwig, K.O., and
Hwamd, for the. defondants. W. E. Rauey, K.C., for the


