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tifbrfor building, as %vell as for the mere pro-

Per Pt.îPoses of a sash factory, did xiot increase

the risk in such a %vay as to avoid the poliCY

Ufider the above condition.

W". (CasSe/s, for the pla)Iinti f.

(Ç,for the defendants.

I>RACT ICE.

Proudfoot, i. 1IJunC 21.

JOHINSON V. BENNET.r

Moinfoi judgmcent. Illaintiff dlainis a debt

of $ 00 ron the defendant. Defendant did fot

itPar to the wvrit. 'l'lie onily property the de-

fendaInt owvned wvas the equity of redeniption Mf

certain lands, on \vhich there \vcre tmO mort-

9gager, One ld by the plaintiff, the other out-

Standinig in Other- hanls. 1,.litiff now askC(l

for juI(Ilment for $200 andci îterest, anlc for a

dcefosale of the equity of redemrption.

IIC/d, on authority of Garr v. Sty/es, 26 Gr.

309, Pla'intiff could have judgnicnt as asked, not-

WtSttfl(lig that in this case thiere wvere 1n0

fi.1s i the sheriffls hands.
-. (sse/s for the motion.

master in 1hil)r, J une 28.

1V. Ki V. 1//SEC

Anapplication- for- inlter-ill alinionly should not

be 1m1;de IlIl the stateient of defence is filed, or

tili the tinie for filing it has eiri.Chy. G~.

489 is unrcpealed aInd applies ly tn,,tlogy, to

sttelnm.i,» of defence.

ln Un action to r aliîniony

A~ 1./valns, for the plaintiff, nioved for ail

(Order for pamn ytedefendan to the pan

tiff(of $16 a month as and for, interini aljinony.

N.- W Boy/es, for the defendant, con tendec

-that as the Statemnent of claini was not filed nlC

(defenlce had been filed, and this application %va!

Preîna)-tureîy made. He referrcd to Chy. G. O

48ý.

£ AS1'F i IN ClIAMiJEliRs held that the ap

PlitiOn Was preinaturely irnade, as ChY. (_- ()

489 'sSstili in for-ce, and nlow applies by anialog-

to Ille fing of the stttc,,iint of defence. N1c1

tioj- (lisîniissed \\'ithout ci sts.

W JOURNAI. -

-ESCORK 1SPON 1)1kNCE'

OORRE~~'UmI z'

Colfliil/lli<)la/ Laws 1,11e T/iras/Wrý ëase.

To thie Editor of I/le LAW J OU RNAL.

T£he letters wvhich have appca .red -in your

coluinls, in reply to n'ly commt1Oidcation of ist

May, respectilig the iias/ltrCase, niay seem, to

soile ot your readers to require a rejoinider frorn

myseif.
But it is wi geat rl ctaie that 1 again

recur to this siubject. 1 deeni it quite undcsira-

bIc to intrude IperSonliltC5 uJ)oFi the public, and

hadi therefore dcteflfitlciid to refrain from any

notice of the acriiîrlon 1 ots letter signied "One of

vour Reatiers. But the Sul)scqltlnt letter froni

An E'i), %hichi took simnilar ground of objec-

tion to the vieWs 1 had vent-ure(l to propound

upon this vexed question, sceied to call for

solflC ri-ca'ks il, explanation. This letter was

writtefl wvth the calnilOC-ýs and (lignity befittiflg

the discussion of such a Nveighty inatter, and

\vas, nioreover, enrichied by iuch interetiLng

informration, evidently from an authentic source,

in regard to the frainm of the B3ritish North

Amrica Act. The tone of the contributioni

froni "One of your Readers,' on the con-

trary, %vas *o calculated to encourag afan

and ourtouS 0 terhle of thought upon a

difficult constittltio0ill question.Th rtri

apl)affly îmlressed Nvith the idea that it is

great presuî0ptioin for a layinail to criticise a

judicial utterance, and that any adverse opi1nions

fromn such a quarter inust necessarily be crude,

uinsound and1 
Ofl orthy of attention.

But inasniuch as n'y life-bong studies have led

luc to devote mi-uch earneSt and careful consider-

ation to the I m1 )erlal statute wvhich forîns the

basis of our prescrnt constituition~, as weil as to all

the judicial interpretations of its various sections

which have emanated froin the Bench, mrhether

of Canada or of the ilother country, 1 înav, per-

haps, be perniittcd to state the conclusions at

which 1 have arrive(l, upon any question arisiflg

Out of this farnous enact1nCInt, wvthout being

justly charged %vith doginatisifi or imnperti nence.

My observationis upon the judgment in the

-Tirasher- Case were confinie
1 to the simple point

as to wvhether "the Suprerrie Court of British

Columbhia is not mithin the description of those

Courts in N%.hiehl aIlne procedlure is controllable

by the Local Leîutr, "andl therefore, by


