302 Canada Law Journal. I

side,
tended that the garnishee proceedings were irregular and shogld be sfz:t: that
as the affidavit on which the garnishee summons was issued (lfd no[t) s <ec. 36
the garnishee was within the Jurisdiction of the Court, as required by
of the *“ Judicature Ordinance ” : French v. Martin, 3 W.L.T.

[ of
Held, that the affidavit was sufficient, as it stated the garnishee to be
the town of Moose Jaw,” which is within the jurisdiction of the Court.
Gordon, for plaintiff,
Robson, for defendant and garnishee. ’
RICHARDSON, J.,} [March 24
In Chambers.

RE SKINNER.

calu?®
Lost will— Proof of contents— Administration with will annexed—Judic®
Ordinance, ss. 462, 463.
Deceased died at Belleville,
ing all his property to his wife,
perty consisted of realty in ab
death of testator.

i eath-
Ont., in 1887, having made a will bequ

ro-
but appointing no executor. .I’a"t 0‘; t::e:{ter
ove judicial district. The will was lo
) s will
Upon application on behalf of the wife for administration thzt)l:’s son
annexed, such application being supported by an affidavit of the tes;a onent’s
proving the nature and contents of the will ; that it was last 1n egntariO,
possession ; thal it had been e
and that it was now lost.

. author”
Held, that under sec. 463 of the Judicature Ordinance, and on the

S the co™”
ity of Sugden v. Lord St. Leonard, 1 P. Div., 154, administration of
tents of the lost will might issue,

R. Rimmer, for applicant.
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xecuted in accordance with the law o
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T - hall wit
A statute prohibiting employers from insisting that employees S condition
draw from or refrain from joining any trade union or labor union as a

of empl

) . jtutiond™
oyment, is held in State v. Julow, 29 L.R.A. 257, to be unconst!

re vaCc"
Rz’.vsf/ ve
whic

P " i
The validity of a statute authorizing school authorities to req};
nation of pupils as a condition of their attending school is sustained i

. ion
Davison, 65 Conn. 183, 29 L.R.A, 251, as essentially a police regulatio
violates no constitutional rights,
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. ro-
The right of municipal authorities of a city to destroy ‘h‘_" prw;l‘:::spl ¢
perty of a citizen for the public good, without compensating him, u?s deni€
property is itself a nuisance endangering the public health or safety, ¢ bedding
in Savannah v. Mulligan (Ga)) 29 L RA, 303; but it was }.1eld tha nuisant
which had been used by a person who had scarlet fever was in fact a

. le
. . i d entit
endangering the public health, the destruction of which was lawful an
the owner to no compensation,



