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SECURITY FOR CoSTs--LAvr TO SUE IN FORMA PAUPERIS.

In Willé v. St. Johsn (1910) 1 Ch. 701 the Court of Appeal
(Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and\Villiams, Mouilton, Farwell and Buck-
ley, L.JJ.) held that where after an order had been made staying
proeeedings untîl seeurity for costs of an appeal should be given,
and before the time limnited foe complying with the order expired,
the appellant had obtained leave to sue in formâ pauperis, that
this put an end to the stay of proeeedings contained in the order
for -security.

PARTNERSHIP-MORTOAGE OF~ P.%RTNER 'S INTEREST-RIGHT OF~
M01RTGAGJEE TO AN ACCOUNT-ARBITRATION CLAUSE-DisCRE.
TION-STAY OF PROCEEDNGS-ARBITRATION ACT, 1889 (52.53
VWCT. c. 49),.s. 4- (9 Eow. VI I. c. 35, s. 8, ONT.).

Bouin v. N«eaie (1910) 1 Ch. 732. This wvas an action by
the mortgagees of a partner's sluare in a partnership, for an
account of tlie partnt'r4hip in order that their mortgagor's share
iiiighit be aseertained. The defexidaxit, app]ied to stay proceed-
ings on the ground that the partnership deed contained the usual
arbitration clause in case of disputes arising between the part-
ners, and it wvas e1ainied there was a dispute as to the partner's
share clainied by the plaintiffs. It appeared that under the
arbitration clause arbitrators liad been appointed by the partners,
who hiad expressed strong opinions in favour of their respective
appointors. In these cicisacsEady, J., hield that it wvas
iii the diseretion of the court is to whether or not a stay should
be granted; andi iii the exeroise of that discretion, the fact that
partisaas had been appointed arbitrators mi ;ht be properly
taken into accoiint, and lie refused the stay, being also of the
opinion that the plaintiffs were imot bound by the arbitration
clause, which did uot; extend iii ternis to persons clainmîng under
the partners.

VENDOP AND PURCIIASER-CONVEYAýNCE-.-P.AN.

In re Sansom &~ Narbeth (1910) 1 Ch. 741. The simple ques-
tion submitted to Eady, J., ini thîs inatter under the Vendors and
Purehafier' Act wvas whether or not a purehaser is entitled
where land has flot been -;old aecordiing to any plan, neverthelesa
to have a plan made anti referred to in the eonveyanee fromn his
vendor. This question Eady, J., answers in the affirmative, hav-
ing regard to the fact that prior conveyanees under which the
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