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ment of the pîîreIîae inoney, they therehy canceiled the said con.
tiret aud devlared the g~aine void and forfeited any payinents
already inade hy the plaintiff. Tirtur' was in the eontract declared
tu lie of the emtue of àt

If dd, follnwing lit r' I>ujgriilfi Dlock (Co., L.R 8 Ch. 1022,
end (onudùio Psibsakx C'o. v. ,Iohlisioli, 18 M.11.. 589, that tMe
"ýont r.4wt %wns flot remvin(led by mueli notiee, as the plaintiff was flot
givilna 111 or ofii~ 11 aiakiîîg gond 1îig de(fiîllt.

If <1.*Smy that, vven if~ th,' notice Iîad inieTe PN nmeHll antd
aninullei th 1w cmft?'aet thp vounrt eau, and ià th ?s ('fi mhould,
graut relief against the froiture and' devree specifle perforni.
atine' at Hiv Sui t ni the plaint ie.

S dl.If' ft, t'grennnt haci heen vennUly eaneelled hy
the nevtier anîd it wam 1cYOMI th pocîawer of the eolirt ta grarnt

ret tle pita int ifi' vu d n "t i<'vrtil e iniuiy hv hoad pai u n
avîeiîîît am t he ngnruînt jîouvided for th(, i',ri'c'iture of any such

lm>iînentm in tHlv evpnt id uarueellatian.
l'h illip. for' plaintiHT. I'illhladtl) , foi' defendants.

M etu I À. .1[Aueg 3.
'Pi~i~î îs '.NA,i'îît.%îiý ASÎ41uA.N'l ( '0.

i ih A ct, h? ide 407h). os (wuîl d h 5 &GErlî<'. V il. c. 17,

A pa rty iiay he required ' anvîer initerrogatories delivered
pîurm'iînt ftu litie 407b of' the King 'm Ieneh Act, ne enactd hy

K> E of e. 17 of' ;- snd 6i Edwi. VIL., iiotwNithsçtittîdîng tlîat lie lias
alm) ben i nîde'îed to at toid u nd W> eNa îî îiîî d for dist rn&t. d
Rule 387. flnbson v. Dobsoa. 7 P.Ri. 256, foI!owed.

f>ca!oèi, roti' 1dpiintiffT, li'ebsina. K.C ., f'or dei'enditnts.

iprovillce of lsrtttîib Cohim11bin.

COURT OF APP>EAU 4

Fîîll ('olîn. IN RE. HIOWARD. jSept. P0.

J j a(.( îs of >'rc d / atdtw-/l u persitasioit
-llaqs/ oi xjui'jsdictuîc to elangqe or'ler ,or' oîesbody oit

*%'t//)/II tlar Pli'denc'<,
Aýn ordr -%vas mnade liy a. inagistrate awvarding the custody of

un infant; h) onîll((nOi a o~ so(.itty, but, lipon £nrtïîcr


