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Phillimore, J., had refuaed the a.pplication of -the plaintifi for a
charging order againit the debtor la beneficial intereat in the stock,
but the Court of Appeal (Sterling and Mathew, L.JJ.) held that
the latter had an iuterait i the stock whioh miglit b. charged
under the. %tatutes 1 & 2 Viet. o. 110, a. 14, and 3 & 4 Viet. c. 82,
s. 1 (R.S.O. o. 334, ms. ý21,,23), and accordingly muade the order
as prayed.

SUEMSSION' TO ABBITRATION-STÂYINQ PnoOEE.DiNGs-ABITRÂ£.
TION ACT (52 & 53 VIOT. la. 49), a. 4-(R.S.O. o. 62. a. 6).

In Hodson v. Railway Passongers Assu~rance Co. (1904), 2
K.B. 833, an application was made te stay proeeedings, on the
ground that the matters in question were by statute to be sub-
mitted te arbitration. The Railway Passengers Assurance Oorn.
pany 's Act of 18C ' provided that any question arising onl a con.
tract of insurance muade by the defendant colp cy hould be
'referred to arbitration, and that if an action were brought it
might be atayed; while this Act was in force the contract sued
on waa made, whieh contained a condition that any dispute
arising thereon should b. referred to arbitration. After the
xnaking of the contract the Act wua repealed by a Oonsolidating
Act 'whioh, however, provided that ail contracts in force at the
date of the repeal were to be3 valid and effectual as if the Consoli.
dating Act had net been passed. Under these ciroumatances the
Court of .Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Stirling, L.J.) held that
an order had been properly made by Phillimore. J., staying the
actions, as the effect of the saving clanse in the Oonaelidated
Aet was te leave ini force a valid submiasion te arbitration within
the meaning of the Arbitration Act, s. 4 (R.S.O. c. 62, s. 6),
and, therefore. under that Aet the Court had juriadiction to
stay the action.

SUMMARY JUDIGMENT ON 8PEOIAL, __ )RSET> WRIT - ORDER

XIV.-(ON'r. RuLs 603)-ExEsrva iNTERsT.
Wells v. Allott (1904), 2 K.B. 842, wa.s an application for a

sumYmary judgrnent under Order XIV. (Ont. Rule 603). The
defendant set up that the rate of interest (which was equal to
£105 p-3r cent. per anxiun) was excessive and extortionate,
against which ha was entitled te relief under the Monay Lenders

* Act 1900 (63 & 64 Viet. o. 51), s. 37. Philihuere, J., had given
Îthe plaintiff leave te sign judgment for the amount indorsed
on the writ. but the Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Cozena-
Hardy. Tj.J.) set the order Raside holding that such a defence
ought nlot to ha disposed of on summÉry application but that
the action ahouild go te trial in the ordinary way as to the axces
elaimed over nnd ahbove the amount advanced, and simple inter-


