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IHENDERSOK V. JIALL.-

[Sept. 12.

Alien defendant outaide jurWeiction-&erzce
rnen-ld ment.

In an action against a defendant residing
-out of Ontario and not a Britishi subject, a
copy of the writ of summons itaeif instead
of the notice of the writ required by section
.50 of the CY. L~ P. Act had been served on
the. defendant.

Held, that no powers of amendment were
given such as would enable service ini one
maethod to be substituted for service in
another method, especially where the ex-
preis language, of the statute directed that
-the writ should not be served, but that a
notice thereof should be. The copy and
service of the. writ were therefore met aside
with costs.

Jiolman for plaintiff.
Ayle4vwith for defendant.

W,&MSN v. MODo-.,ÂLD.

OsierJ.)t8ept. 13.

Commuio- Vvçivoce examination.

Where a oomuian was isoued -to Eng-
land to take evidence in a cas iniokr~ing
many intricate questions of fact, the evi-
dence was ordered to be taken on iva .voce
,questions, instead of upon interrogatories.

-Ayleswort1i, for plamntiff.
Ogden, for defendant.

.RÂY v. MCARTifuBa.

Mfr. Dalton, Q.C.] [Sept. 20.

Mort gagor and morigagee - Eject ment -
Gh.ancery, concurrent suit in-'ot8.

A mortgagee proceeded in ejectinent
agamnst a mortgagor, and at the marne tàa.
5used a bill in Chauoery against hlm for a
sale.

lleld, that as the rnortgagee couId, ince
the. Administration of Justice Act, R. 8. 0.
e. 49, obtain in the, Chance-y suit ail the
remedies h. could obtainî lM~e ejectuiont
,suit, the. latter should b. stayed forever.

B1. J. Scott, for defendant.
.AylesworUê, for plaintiff.

EMMICN1 V. Mirn»LemI.

Mr. Daiton,4 Q. C.1 [Sept. 23.

blupeet io of documens-Mortme(~3.

An action was brought upon the~ covenant
contained in a chattel mortgage whieDh 00v-
ered go.du in the United States aud whicii
was iiot registered in Ontario. An applica-
tion for an inspection ef the deed was Made,
and the. plaintiff cont.nded thata niortg&-
gee oonld not b. compelled to allow the ini-
speetion of his mortgage by the mortgAg0Y
while it remain8d unpaid, aud that the
clauses in the (3. L. P. Act authori1ed in-
spection only in cases viiere a bill would lie
in equity for a discovery prior to, the Pau-
ing of the Act.

fleld, that there is juieidiotion, hÎi'pec-
tire of the Act, to order inspectionl Of VOy
document sued upon.

J. B. Vlarke, for plaintif.
.A4pgsworth, for defendant.

CHANCRRY CHA4MBEYRS.

The. Refere.]
fllake, 'V.O.]

WRIGHTv.WY

,%lnetai amuuor-Time-MatWe iitrO-
dueed by. _

The. bill all.ged thatdeedants adgiven
plaintiff certain promiss<>iy notes lu part
payment of the purchase money of a vmel,
and had given a mortgagbeontaining a. cT-
enant te, pay the amouat~ Svmed by the
notes oa the. vesme as collateral s.Ourity.
Tiie answer of the. defendant HoDOeY Biled
ini November, 1879, adînittaedi vWile that of
theodefendant Weydeui.d thlmstatO Of factS.
O)n the gtIi Marohk,. 188 defendant Honey
applied for .kaï to, file a sUPPlemaental
answei' setting up tint the notes wer. given
for the plaintiul" accommodation; that tere
vas au agreeent that no liability in respect
of thees should ever b. .uforic.d eby the
plaintiff &gainst the. defendasits, snd dosDying
that the. mortgage vas givean as éoUai.ta te-
corite. The. defendant, 1.my, by offidavit
fll.d, explained that wlw.heavore te is
former answer h. had forgotten the. ttue


