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FERGUSON, J] [Feb 14,
CONFEDERATION LIFE ASSOCIATION 7. CITY OF TORONTO,

Assessment—Insurance company—Reserve ﬁmd—]nlen’ﬂ on fnvestment of-—
35 Victy ¢, 48, 5. 34, 8 2, 85, 70,

Where the County Court Judge of the County of York had decided, as
reported 29 C.L.J. 151, on appeal from the Court of Revision, that the plan.
tiffs were liable under s. 34, und s, 2, s-5. 10, of the Consolidated Assessinent
Act, 55 Vict,, ¢. 48,10 be assessed upon the interest arising upon investments
of their reserve fund, although such interest was always added to the said
reserve fund and re-invested as part of it, and the plaintiffs now brought this
action to have the assessment declared illegal ;

#eld, that the judge of the County Court had full jurisdiction, and the matter
was, therefore, res judicata,

Nemble, that the County Court Judge's decision was right.  Although the
plaintiffs were bound by law to keep up the reserve fund upon a certain scale,
the amount varying according to the values of the lives insured by them, as
tixed by actuaries’ tables, yet they were not bound to apply the income arising
from the investiments of the fund in keeping the fund at its proper level, but
the necessary increase nught be made with any money whatever.

S Blake, Q.C, and Suow for the plaintiffs.

Biggar, Q.C,, for the defendants.

Frrauson, J.| [Feb. 22,
MEHR & MoNan,
Neglipenee - Landlord and fenant - -Pall of verandah—Injury o duigiter of
losseo - Covenant o repair,

Wihere one had leased premises and had covenanted with the lessor to keep
them in repair, and his daugbter, living with him at the time of the accident,
was injured by the fall of a verandah attached to the Luilding ;

feld, that the daughter had no right of action for da-nages, on account of
the accident, against the lessor, nur could she be considered as standing in the
position of & stranger,

Joknston, Q.C., for the plaintiff

K. T Fonglish for the defendant.

FErGuson, [.] {Feb. 22
EMPEY . CARSCALLEN.

Now trial—fury — Right of challenge — Mistrial—R.5.0., . §2, 5, 110—3Motion
Jor a newo trivd,

At the trial of this case, where the defendants delivered separate defences and
were separately represented at the trial, and claimed to be entitled under, the
Jurers’ Act, R.5.0,, ¢, 52, 8. 110, to four peremptory challenges each, which right
was conceded by the judge, and they challenged six jurors between them, in
spite ¥ the remonstrances of the plaintif's counsel, and the trial proceeded,
resalting in a verdict for the defendants ;
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