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Pull Court.] BOXAS~ v. GALEEÀrm. (Jurie 5.
W>----Vmtdor ~n trk.,

Th.jii~ of a Divisional Court, 13 O.L.R. 301, affirmed.

11088, C.J.O.] WADrC V. ELrao'rT. [June 27.
Court of Appeal-Leat'e to appeal direct front judgrnent at

*At the time of~ the conunencement of an action to declare
Void two mortgages given to seeoure the same debt, the amount
of the debt exceeded $1,00. Upon an application by the
plaintiff for leave to appeal direet to the Court of Appeal from
the judgmnent pronouneed at the trial, it was eontended by the
defendant that pending the litigation moneyu had been realized
by hitu which reduced the claim below $1,000, but this wau dis-
puted by the plaintiff.

Hold, that the proper conclusion was that the matter ini con-
troversy in the appeal exeeeded the suma or value of $1,000 ex-
elusive of coas, and therefore there was jurisdiction under 4
Edw. VIT. c. 11, s. 76a(O.) to niake the order asked for.

A. C. McMa8ter, for plaintiff. P. M. Field, for defendant
Elliott.

EuhI Court.] GEOItGE V. GIE.[June 28.

Judgrnent on default of appetirance.
On an appeal by the defendant the judginent of the Divisional

Court. reported 13 O.L.R. 189, wag aftlrnied, MrEREDITH, J.A,

HIGII CO1URT OF JUSTICE.

Meredith, C.J.C.P., Magee, J., Clute, J.] fApril 9.
ANDLRS0N V. BOUs.

Cov<>&qt-Rstriatof trar -Terrnt tationt of pres p
Coventant not Io engage or bc iteresied i-» contpeeiitg bui-i

ste*-Crringon b#.ness a~ ma-nager for anotlter,
* The plaintiff Rui defendant were partuiers in a jewelry bu,.i-

Av


