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bath, and watcr was only used in the bouse for cleansing, cooking,
drinking and sanitary purposes. The question therefore for the
Court was whether the water was required for " domestic purposes "
or for a " business." The Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J.
and Darling and Channeil, JJ.,) came to the conclusion that the
water was required for 'domestic purposes.'

PRACTrICE-FoEIGN CORPORATION-SERVICE 0F WRIT WITHIN JURISDIcTIO4-

FoREiGN COMPANY CARRYING ON BUSINESS iN ENGLAND>-IRREGULARITY-

AmENODMENT--RULES 55, 1039-(ONT. RULES 159, 362).

In Dun/ap Pnetumat.c Tyre Co. v. Actien-Gese/isc/zaft F. M. Co.
"1902) i K.B. 342, the defendar.ts moved to set aside service of the
%vrit of sumnmons, the only point raised on the summrrons was that
the defendants as a foreign corporation resident out of the juris-
diction could flot be served within the jurisdiction at ail under
Rule 55, and on the return of the summions they asked leave to
ainend by setting up that if they could be served, the service had
ncvertheless flot been made on the right person. Channell, J.,
rcfused to allow the amendmnent on the grotind that if taken in the
first place the defect might have been cured, but it could flot be
now. On the other point it appeared on the affidavits that the
defendants, who were foreign manufacturers, had temporarily
engaged a stand at the Crvstal Palace near London at which thev
were exhibiting a motor car and other articles, and the stand was
iii charge of a person employed by the defendants as their repre-
sentative whose duty it was to explain the articles exhibited, and
to take orders and press the sale of the defendants' goods. -Ihe
Court of Appeal (Collîins, M.R., and Romer and Mathew, L.JI.,)
agrced with Channell, J., that during the occupancy of the stand
by the defendants they were carrying en business in England and
inight properly be served within the jurisdictîon as provided by
Rule .55 (Ont. Rule 159), and that the amend ment of the sumnmons
for the purpose of setting up the other irregularity complained of
xvas properly refused.

PROMISSGRY NOTE-1NCHOATE INSTRUMIENT-FRAUD-NEGOTIATtON-131.LS

OF EXCHIANGE ACT, 1882 (45 & 46 VicT., c. 61) S. 20-(BILLS OF EXCHANGE

ACT (D.) 53 V[cT., c. 33, s. 20).

In Herdman v. W/tte/er (1902) 1 K.B. 361, the defendant had
agreed to borrow Li15 from one Anderson, and signed and handcd
to Anderson a blank stamped paper which he authorized him to
'îll up as a proinissory note payable to Anderson for Lr5 only.


