
Oct. ~ Noles qf Canadiaft Cases.

Where, thorefore, a benevolent and! provident institution refused to recognz
a certificate of membersbip issueci to the plointifft under which he was entitlec
tu certain instarance benefits, on the 1(round that he had untruly stateci in thi
application that ho was not and neyer had been subject ta asthmna, in an actior
ta have it declared that the contract was a subsisting contract produv:io,
by the defendants was ordcred of all applications and! medcal examination
in which the answer as ta asthma haci been in the affirmative, and upon whicl
certificates had issued.

james A. Ifcetin fur the plaintiris.
C .ladiev/ Q.C., fur the defendantq.

U. P. I>ivel Court. 1 [May 25
SF.Rsv. NFNES

IV rit oft uo uv~ ont of tAie pitrisdtion- ObitliJion Io al/owance ~
-- iffies bi' 17ba*n&e~e.r;.

U pon a motion to set aside an order allowing service out of the jurisdictiex
of the writ of suinmons in an action upon a foreign judgment ;

lild, that the dcfend, %nt by entering an appearance had subnîitted himnsel
ta the juriàdiction of the couit and wvaived his right to objeet to the allowancî
tif service. even though the action did tntr f-li within any of the provisions n
Rule 271

If' C. .lfcL'trilir for the plaintiff.
iH. .11. .Iwtfor the defendant.

Kt tst.. J. 1 1fiune 2-,
l'- aasî% - FltdlLkiU-Ks.

Jstnred ce~rtain gonds with the defendant. ýnd the plaintiff brought thi
itt4tion fur possession ai the gonds~ and ditinage- for their detention, and! re
plevined themn.

/b-/d, tint a case in which J. shoffld be added as a detendant uider Rul'
.;24, and fnot a case for the application of Rule .32X ; but rather a case in whirl
a notice shoeek. be serveci un himi onder Rule ,3o0, in ci-cir ta have himi bouml
hy the jucigment tu be given.

.hs>for the plaintiff.
I). Ar,,wur for the defendant.
Uf'. Il. Blake for !ehnston.

(-h>-. >iv'l t'our!.1 [.Sept 9

I I r pf i»Îns-&r~ <(tut tqf juriçr.&-tirn -- R!utly et~r oî/il
#m e of er'~Wgver O)Miiý ordepr r ecurir for cosis -_)1f«

ottio for jwdýme.Y1 --Pei-siox, f court o~f cet-ordinirié jir'sdictior.

The plaintiff, a foreigner, sued the defendent, also a foreijgner, op-mn
foreign judgiment, and!, aileg»ng that the defendant was the owner of landiî
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