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RENNER & CO. v. F. E. SIMITH LIMITED.

,unmon-s--Semîce on Foreign Corporalzin-def endani bij
tg Periion in Ontario--Rule 23- Etnideoe - No A gent or
&mzivle in Ontario.

p>es by the defendant company f romn an order of the
Chambers diâmissing an application tp set iLside the

the writ of swmumons.

henfor the defendant couipany.
Shaver, for the plaintiffs.

J., in a written judgment, said t.hat the writ of suinonez
the defendant company as of the city of Montreai,
ot in Ontario. There was evidence that the defendant
Shead-ofllce and place of bui(,swere in MTontresi;

d no place of business i Ontario, and had no person
*g agent i Ontario, carried on any buiesof or for
lain iùference was, that there was nio person sufficientvy
ig the defendant company in this Province on whom the
nunons eould be served, according to Rule 23: «Murphy
Bridge CDo. (1899), 18 P.R. 495, 502; Iingersoil Packing

,d v. New York Central and Hudson River R.R. CDo.
d S.S. CDo. Litrited (1918), 42 O.L.R. 330.
,peal should be allowed with eost,, and the application
i. Master granted with costs.
close of the argument it was mientioned that the plain-
goe into bankruptcy. The appeal was dlsposed of
'ierits, notwithstanding that there was ino evidence of
ooeed being obtained.


