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decision wua affirmed by Bucknill, J., and the Court of Appeal
(W'lliarn, Buekley and Kennedy, L.JJ.) dismimed the appeal,
williams and Buckley, L.JJ., holding the "slip" Rule did
not appli to such a e and did not authorize the court to
change a judgment entered in in the wrong fori., Kennedi
L..J. on the other hand, though tbinking the court had a discre-
tien to act under the " slip " Rule yet was of the opinion that it
ol tie wichpe had e d sinc the reedgcaen owa igned.th ee
ol bie wimper to e d sinc the reentcaen owa ing ted ch

Re Hamilton v. Perry, 24 O.L.R. 38, a sixuilar deci8ion.
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oesterrîcu-qchc, etc. v~. British Indcniuîit, Insurance Co.
(1914) 2 K.B. 747. The plaintiffs in this case carried on busiiies
in Vienna and insured certain goods by two policies,,. one made
liv an English company. and the other hy a Scotch comnp<r.v. The
Pielîcies w-cre drawn up in Antwcrp and were signed by a cora-

moun agent of the tio eonipanies. The comipanies had a cominon
office and a commnon secretarv in London and( this office wvas de-
su-rîbed in Iettent of the secretary to tle plaintiffs' solieitors as

the head office of the companies. The action was broaght against
loth conipaniei and the plaintiff haying wcrved the English
co!ilpaIiy oijtainetl leave to issue a concuirrent %vrit for ser-

vio othe S'eoteh conlpanv as heing a necessaryv or proper party
lo thie action against thc English eonipanx. The scotch coxu-
panv having been scn-cd applied to set iside the order allowing
si rviee and the service. C'oleridge, .,. refused the miotion. and
0tt ('oirt of A.pl)cal (K{enn;edy and End%.L.1I heldl that th(.
S'otch conipani- were proper parties ta the action %within Rîie

618~ (Ont. Rule 2-5(0 )) and that the order allmving seýnv<ee
%%~as rightly made.
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let rc A. Dcblor (1914) 2 K.B. 758. In this case a solicitor
lîad been retaincd ta canduet an acetion, whicl' hp did ani re-
eovcred judgrnent in favour of bis client . After judginent he


