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es into operation, even though the. decisli of the arbitrators be that nu
change bemade ini tic lioundaries. The test as te whether a change shouldï
or should net be made is not ta be applied oftener than quinquennially.

J. CartwrgiAt, Q.C., for the Minister of Education.
No one corntra.

Ci. tmbers, BOYD, .][Mlardhi 6.
RE MARTIN.

£.ù'calors and odn srlr-/à<srtl f caution-56 iV/cl., c, .'o (O.).

tAIIe/d, that the provisions of 56 ViCt., C. 20 (0.), as te registration cf cau-
tien applied ta a case iii which prebate bas not been taken out or letters cf
administration obtained tilt more than a year atter the death cf the owner. By
virtue cf section 2 the e«fect of such subsequent registratibn would be only te
withdraw te or vest in the ececutor or administrator so much of the land as ,
properly available for the purposes of administratien.

Jon -loskin, Q.C., fer the mot;on.

Praclice.

Chy. Div'i Court.] [Maltch 2.

fl'rit o! summon.r---Servce~ oztt q jurisdition- Rule 271 (~Rgec~picn

\Vhere a centract of niring is mnade within the Province cf Ontario, and
the work thereunder is to be dace there, the commission therefor wvill aise be
payable there,

Hocrier v. HaoedcToks, îo Tintes L.R, 22, and Robe t' v. Snacfe'//
M/ining Co., 20 Q. B. D. 15 2, referred tea.

If the centract is enJed by letter sent frem another Province, qnwe
whether this indicates that the breacli complained cf was out of the Province.

And where, upon a motion te set aside service of at writ of sumni mIs on
defendants, resident out of the iurisdiction, in an action fer breach of centract cf
hiring, there was cen6lictinq evidence as te whether the discharge of the plain-
tîfff[rom tedefendants' service was by letter or by the act cf an agent cf the
defendants within the Province, the plaintiff was allowed te proceed ta trial
tipon bis undertaking ta prove at the ti i a cause of action within Rule 27 t(e).

7. E. Wfi//iains fer the plaintiff
* L)e-wtap-t for the defendants.

FER<;USON<, J.] [Match 16.

M ROBERTS V. I)ONCVAN.

mo?'e in Aer-son,

This was an application by one cf the defendants, who is confimed tn the
commen gaol under a writ of attachment against hum fer not obeying a judg-
ment of the court pronounced upon consent, for a fiat or order that he 1,e


