342 The Canada Law Journal,

June 16

Held, also, that this was a case in which the
court should, in the exercise of its discretion,
quash the plea upon a summary motion, with-
out requiring a demurrer, a course permitted by
s. 143 of R.S.C,, c. 174, as interpreted by s. 2,
s-s. ().

S. H. Blake, Q.C., Osler, Q.C., and Marsh,
Q.C,, for the prosecutors.

Ritchie, Q.C., Laidlaw, Q.C., and Cassels for
defendant.

FALCONBRIDGE, ].]
BRENNEN 7. BRENNEN.

[April 26,

Husband and wife—Action by wife against
husband’srelatives— False representations and
conspiracy to bring about marriage— Want of
Precedent—Public policy.

Action by a married woman against the father,
mother, and brother of her husband, and for
false representations made to her before mar-
riage, as to the character and financial standing
of her husband, and for entering into a fraudu.
lent conspiracy to induce the plaintiff to enter
into the marriage contract.

Held, that the action was not maintainable
because without precedent and contrary to
Ppublic policy.

J. K. Kerr, Q.C., and New:lle for plaintiff.

McCarthy, Q.C., and Bicknell for defendant,
‘M. Brennen.

S. H. Blake, Q.C., for defendant, S. Brennen.

J. A. McCarthy for defendant, H. Brennen,

STREET ].] [May 21.

CouNTY OF MIDDLESEX 7. SMALILMAN.

Registrar of deeds— Bond Jor performance of
duties of office—P yyment to municipality of
portion of Jees—Liability of sureties—R.S. o,
€. 114,55, 13, 107.

The action was upon a bond executed by the
defendants as sureties for a Registrar of Deeds,
dated 8th January,
of fees received by the Registrar which he
should have paid over to the plaintiffs under
R.S.0, c 114, . 107.

The bond was in the form prescribed by
Schedule A. of the Act, and was conditioned for
the performance of the duties of the Registrar's

office and against neglect or wilful misconduct

in office to the damage of any person or per-
sons.

1886, to recover the portion

oduc

This form was prescribed before the intr 107
tion of the provisions now contained in s‘iving
and s. 13 makes special provision for the go ae
of special security for the _payment of m
under s. 107, nts

#leld, that the bond given by the defend: )
must be taken to be restricted to the P¢ 05¢
ance by the Registrar of the duties imp s
upon him other than the duty impos€
107, and the action was dismissed.

Purdom for plaintiff, nts

Osler, Q.C., znd Flock, Q.C., for defend?

Chancery Division.
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RE SAUGEEN MUTUAL FIRE INSURA

KNECHTEL'S CASE. 0)

s.2

Mutual Insurance Co.—- 53 Vict., ¢. 44
—Retrospective operation.

Appeal from the Master at Guelph. ituting

Held, that 53 Vict,, c. 44, s. 4 (0.), subst ‘
a new section for R.S.0. (1887), ¢ 167, li'es t0
is retrospective in its operation, a“d, apPas well
premium notes given before its passing
as 1o those given afterwards.

Kingston, Q.C., for the appellant.

Hoyles, Q.C., contra.
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. £
Consolidation of actions—-Staying Z‘f}sﬁ'
Principal and sureties— Reference—

i oality
Twelve actions brought by a mumcrl,‘i)ci !
against the different sureties of the m‘io navé
treasurer, to recover accounts alleged o un‘ed
been received by the treasurer and not ac n the®
for, were consolidated and proce«"c}‘“g.s ; of
were stayed pending the determinatio recov®
action against the treasurer himself tO
the same amounts. efere“"e
In the action against the treasurer a:;uc ro
was directed to ascertain what was ¢ ing t0°
him, and an order was made Perm“tn co
sureties to appear upon the referenc'er:ié ord®
test the claims of the municipality-
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