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So to treat the instrument dues no violence to its language,
axid prevents Ilw L-ross injustice whichi would resuit if the def(end-
ants' ontenoltioni wr to0 prex ail, for the bounty is given to eom-

I 1Vwný1tu for li o rngof the price of petroleurm in the ('anadýiirn
(ire onseuent on the taking off of tie duby on bbcý ixaprorte
ariland the effuct of the defendants' conuitention would Uct that

thl p'lititil Ili esct fc blis one-uight11 h woid( receive io omen
sation for e Uiclos hebsaie v thelowcin 4 its iaiut %1a1uw,

but the comenia;tion would go to tIieý defendanýits, who swutincd,
no o0 108folla thlat cause.

ApeldiS1l;mscd withl costs.

F0OHuiST v. TuR,411VLL-DIVISIO0NAL CouRT-Nov. 2.

L,1imitat11lin Of Actions.]j-An apea y the plaintiff frori the
judgintent ol ÂMI\ J., 14 1 . W. IL. 47d8, disjiîssing an1

aciU rough to csf aUlbiSh the, p1iniiffC«, rigLht bu certain lamd, Waas
diiissdwidi costs bU' a 1>ix isional[ Courit coîuposed ofrACN

j~tIxî,C. .. BBIHTTON amli 'MI]:LN1~d. Ci. G. Me-
l>hersoni, K.C., for 11e plaiintift. M1 S. 1?(he(rtson, for the defend-
ailt S.

JLÏCKMAN V. RANDOLMI-MASTER JIN CIIAMBERLS-NOV. 5.

.ÇrieOf ll'rÎt Of -Fmos oreign 'rnrhpCryn
on Ihvicssi triioi-.j-Mýoton by the defendaniits E. & C

Uanidolpli nd 1, ' o]()l' J, Dixon ta set asîde the serviýce of the writ
oi si muos ni > oo as beixig a personm baving thie control or

ninaeiiei a ; ro0 of the business or the defendants E. & C.
l~adoph aNuw YokIr.The Maisterýi lield, upon the affidavit8
hefre lff tha te defuniants E. & C. 1'iandolphi were flot carr y-

b-111g onhuic %itlîin (hîtario wlien UIl sevice, wis effectedI. Ile
t,-rcdf tho Annmual Priîcbice, 1908, vol, 1, p. 650 ; Sigleton v.

l:,oIwr1'., ý0 L. T. -,7 Grant v. Andurson, 11892] 1 Q. B. lo8;
Thci Princesse ('leinentine, [ 1896] P. .19; Baillie v. Goodwîn, ;3
'Ii. 1). Il1; akezev. FleingiÏ Reveil Co., 7 0. W. R. 44i

(oniber v. Lu.\land. I 18981 A. C. 524; Mutrphyi3 v. t'onxBridge
Co,, 18 P. I%>9. Order mnade setting aside the service witli costs,
unless tlic plinitif! slîould prefer sucb anu order as wais inade ini
Singleton v. lioberts. W. E. Middleton, K.C., for the defendalnts


