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PRAOTIOE£-CouNrv COUxtT-G,RNSHBE s8U*moNs--ATTACH?4NT OP0FRUT-I
BALASCE.ýIN HANfiS OF GAR?4ISHES.

In Yates v. Terry (1901) z Q.B. 102, a Divisional Court (Law-
rance and Kennedy, jJ.) held that the Rule laid down in .Rogers v
Whitely (1892) A.C. i 18 (noted ante Vol. 28, P. 3,07), that a garn i
shee order in the usual forin issued from a High Court, binds
the whole debt attached, and flot mer 'ely sufficient of it to satisfy
the dlaim of the attaching creditor, applies alsn to garnishee orders
issued froîn a County Court.

FRAOTIOE-ARITRATioN--AR!TRATOR FUNCTUS OPFICIO POWEII TO REMITr

TO ARBITRATOR WHO 18 PL:NCTUS OFFICIO-AR1EITRATION ACT 1889 (62
53 VICT., C. 49) 5- io-(R.S.0. C. 62, s. 11)

In re Siringer & Ri/ey (190!) i Q.B. 105, a motion wvas madc
to set aside an aivarcl ender the following circumstances. A sub-
mission was made of niatters in dispute to arbitration. The sub-
mission încorporated the provisions of the Arbitration Act îS8.9
(see R.S.O. c. 62). Each party appointed an arbitrator and the
arbitrators appointed an ur-pire. On july 12 the umpire hcard
evidence and also heard the two arbitrators on the matters iii
dispute, but by agreerment necither of the 'parties wvere represented
before hiîn. On July 28 the umipire inifortmCdi the parties that lie
had made his award. One of the parties took up the award, wlici
it %vas fbund that it did not deal %vith the mnatters in dispute. TlIz
umipire thereupon destroyed it and made a new award, and upon
motion made to set aside this second award, it wvas held bY a
Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Krinnedly, J.) that the
second award %vas bad because made after the umpirc %vas furictus
officia, but held, notwvithstanding this, the matter rnight properly,
under s. i0 of the Arbitration Act, (R.S.O. c. 62, s i i) be sub-
mitted to the umpire for reconsideration sa that he might make in
award that would be binding on the parties.

PRACTIIE -INTERLOCUTORY ORDitR-LE,%VE TO APPRAL-LWEFRTV OF SUBJECT.

In Bowdvee v. Boxal (igoi) i Ch. i, an appeal wvas brought
frorn an interlocutory order dismissirig an application to commit
the defendant for an alleged breach of an undertaking. It was
objected that no appeal lay without leave, but the plaintiff con-
tended that no leave was necessary, because the liberty of the
subject was ini question. The Court of Appeai, (Rigby, Williams


