
RIOWLAND) v. CHIPIfAN.

,of lier huisband's estate being given by hier to defendant
Cipmai.n; that it was always represented to plaintiff that
thie stock in question u as valueless, and that otherwise hie
vas refuseýd any information; that Chipnian lias now in his
own name and control stock of the company to the value of
$S200%O0O, to which hie hias no rigrht or titie; and that his
e4,-defendant has stock to the amount of $500,000 or there-
abouts.

Plainitif accordingly asks: (1) a declaration that the
deceas(4eld the stock in question as trustee for himself
and plainitiff equally; (2) for an inquiry as to the dealings
of defendants with the stock and for an order for dehvery
to plaintifr of his share or interest therein; and (3) payincnt
of the sums of $85,000 and $5~5,O00 out of the share of the

deesdii the trust estate, with interest.

The motion was supported on the ground that these de-
feridanýts could not bc joined in one action, because the
clatms âgainst them werc separate and distinct, as Chiproan
wa.4 flot iinterested in the laim. for the $140,000, so that
iinde(r the( former practice the bill would have been de-
murred to successfully as being xnultifarious.

inless this objection is valid, the motio mýt fail ac-
cordlingi to, the prineiple in Andrews v. For>'v thlie, 7 0. L. Rl.

18, ). WV. R. 3 0 î. and cases ci tted(, )e-ec ily 1E' 11s v. Jaf-
fr0 . L iR. 614....

f Ieference ti) 1aniell's Chianeerv Pleading and Practice,
Jst Aiin. eci., p. 384; vasit~ . Hy~de, 5~ -Nadd. 1 38, Jaeob
15->1.]1

A1lihougLh ini soni se the claimi to lie repaid the
$10O0is secparamtc, and one in whieh Ciiipiiian i, not con-

eernied, '\et tHie main relief is to have Ilie trusýt aýs to the
stoc-k deularel aind ca,-rri- out. These mia1ters are certainly
not il, thecir niature seaaeand distinct, 1,ut arc sudi as
are prp rlvad nee oai n ïited as against, th b~c ifrix,
and the fact thlat Ch1ipmaun is "a neeestsary party to some
portionr only of thie c-ase stated " doesý not allow hîm to
iaintain ani objection of miultifarîoiusuess:s per Lord Cotten-

ham iA rnyGee v. Poole. 4 MY- & Cr. 17, at p. 31.

For thes;e reaisons it seems that plaintiff cannot he re-
quired to elect. There would appear in this case even m 'ore
than in Evans, v. Jaffray, supra, to be Ilsnch unity in the


