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WESTERN ASSINIBOIA JUDICIAL DISTRICT.
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GLENN V. UNITED FIRE INSURANCE COMP>ANY.

Service on agent of cororaion-t'Judïicature Ordinance," s. 31(>Setting aside WrI and service-Ser,ice of notice of discontinuance ~uilsiay Of froceeding-.

The writ of summions was served on one B~. as agent of the defenda"~tcompany, under sec. 31 (3) of " The judicature Ordinance."1 Defendantsfiled affidavits showing that their head office was at Manchester, iinglafld;t hat on January I5th, 1895, they ceased to carry on business in Canada ; thatprior to that date G. & Co., Of Winnipeg, had been defendants' agents for theNorth-west Territories ; that B. was agent of G. & Co. for the sole purpose Ofre ceiving and forwarding applications for insurance, though he was Isoallowed to deliver interimn receipts, and that the policies of the defefidantcompany 'vere issued at Montreal (where the loss was payable), and weretountersigned by G. & Co. Upon these affidavits defendants obtained a sU1T'mons to set aside the writ and service thereof, the summons contailiflg a 'tYof proceedings until the disposition thereof. Plaintiff did not appear upofi thereturn of the summons, but just prior thereto served a notice of discontinUl
ance of the action.

Held, that as proceedings had been stayed until the disposition of thesumnmons, the notice of discontinuance was of no effect ; and that the service
was not such as is authorized by sec. 31 (3) of "lThe Judicature Ordillalce. e
Writ and service thereof set aside with costs.

Hani/îlon, Q.C., for applicants.
Ri>nmer, for plaintiff.

RICHARDSON, JM [March 20.
QUEEN v. WALKER.

Slealing goods under seizure-Crii,:al Code, s. 3o6.
Prisoner and three others purchased goods from, the W. M. COIT1p'a"yegiving in part payment a receipt note, by the terms of which the ownershiP of

the property remained in the com pany until payment of the note.The evidence showed that the note was discounted by the conipafly fthe bank as an ordinary Promissory note, and, not being met at maturitY, thecomnany paid it by substituting a renewal and had the original note returned
to them.

The renewal note not being paid when due, the company sent out theirbailiff, who seized the property under the original note. The prisolere with
assistance, retook the goods, and a charge was laid against him under sec*
306 of the Code.


