ADULTERY.
Nee Dowen, 1111

ADVANCEMENT.

Nee INvanT, IV, V. 1

ADVERSE POSSESSION,
Nee LIMITATION oF AcTioNns, 11, 4
AFFIDAVIT.
Areest, 1L 2 (o) \'|\1H\v|\| OF
Denrs, 111 Biues or Sawg, 1V, 2, 3
Evibesce, 111
AGENT.

Sece BANKS AN BankiNGg, L—Biues or Ex
cuaNGe, VIIL-—Company, IV INstvn
ANCE, THL 1T LIMITATION oF ACTIONS
Vi Moxey, 11 12-Mortcace, VI
1 PARLIAMENT, |, 2 —PRINCIPAL AND
\GENT—RAtLwAY, XVIII SeTorr, 1
1—SoLterror, 11 SPECIFIC PERFORM
ANCE, V1T TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES
VIL 4 (b —Wargaxty, 111

AGISTMENT.
Nee  ANIMALS
AGREEMENT.
Nee CONTRACT—LANDLORD AND TENANT, 111
Sreciie Perrorsaxce, 11, 111, IV,
Voo VL, VIL—VEXDOR AND IPURCHASER
I. 3
AGREEMENT TO BEQUEATH
PROPERTY.
Nee SPECIFIC PErrorsance, VII
AID TO RAILWAY.
See Ramway, |1
| AIR,
: See Nuisasce, V

See Justice oF THE PeAce, 11, 1—Musr-
CIPAL CORPORATIONS, XVIIL,

i
| ALDERMAN.
3
13
'

18
ALIEN.

An alien may take, hold e transmit
property of any kind (except shaves in a Bri
tish ship) if a natural born  British
subje Nee R N, CLI886 ¢, 113, also . S
LR ISOT ¢ 118

The following are cases dealing with the

dliens to land, which it is nnnece

it in full :—Wallace v, Adamson,

Doe d. Macdonald v, Cleveland
1

Irwin v, MeBride { {
Do I:rrllnr:wlu v. Trow, P. 58
Wood v. Camphbell, 3 1 0 Dehart

o d, O
Vurray v

v. Dehart, 26 . P
nor v, Maloney, 9 U, C, R
Heron, 7T Gr. 1ii: Her v I//vu’/
134 Rumrell v, Henderson

Doe d. Chandler v, Tessicr, G
Doe d. Richardson v. Dickson

Wallace v. Hewitt U. «

aoni ruhe U. C

Patterson o

Dewitt, 5 nxon
Clark 1 d. Hay v. Hunt
et

Creditor.|—In the administration of the
Ontario estate of a decensed domiciled abrond

foreign ereditors are entitled to dividends pari

passu with Ontario creditors
28 Ch, D, 175, followed

which  came into fore

sir cision, and which relates to

rvice of initintory process out of the juri

diction, if ay ble at all to such a ense

merely relats v procedure, and does not

ffeet a proceeding in which all the parties

have attorned to the iurisdiction of the Court
Wilne v. Moore, 24 O, R, 456,

Insolvency.| Quwre, is a foreigner liable
to the insolvent law b neither resident
nor domiciled in Canada ? Uvuv Nicholls,
‘ U, ¢ ROI6T

Interpleader.| - Ileld.  in interpleader,

that the claimant, a resident of the United
Ntates, having placed the goods here, would
¢ heen personally liable to the jurisdic
n of this irt in any question concerning

them, even if he had not employed an
attorney and made an affidavit to support lm
claim, " Buffalo and Lake Huron R.W. Co

v. Hemmingway, 22 U, C. R, 562

Levying War Vutrefois  Aequit.)
|In prisoner being indicted under €, K1
O8, and charged as a citizen of the
I nited States, was acquitted on vroving him
self to be a British subject He was then
indicted asx a subject of Her Majesty
and pleaded autrefois acquit Held, that
was not proved, for that by the

the offence in the case of g
and a subject is substantially differ
evidence, irrespective of national
which would conviet a foreigner
suflicient as against a  subject
prisoner, therefore, was not in
on the first indictment. Regina v Ut’uullr
200, R

Levying War—FEvidence.]—The prisoner
was convicted upon an indictment under
N UL €0 e U8, containing  three unts
each charging him as a citizen of the Unit
States,  He was charged with levying war,
and being in arms inst Her Majesty
The Crown rested on the prisoner's statement




