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REPORTS

RECENT ENGLISH PRACTICE CASES.
(Collected and prepared by A H. F. Lurrov, EsQ.)

JACKSON V. LITCHFIELD.

Imp. 0.9, 7.6, O. 42,7 S—-Ont. Rules 40, 340
Judgment against par tnership—Canon of con-
struction of fudicature rules.

In an action against a partnership firm, judgment
cannot be entered against an individual member of the

firm who has made default in appearing.

[April 3, C. of A.—L. R. 8 Q. B D. 474
_In this action the writ was issued against a
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