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where he was killed. Tt may have been to jest with his
co-workers. But it is clear to me that whatever the
reason, it was not in the course of his work, and he was
not under the condition required.

“The next point is whether the words “only support”
in sub-sec. c. of section 3 of the Act is a question of fact
or a question of law. We are all of the opinion that it is
a question of fact, and the sub-section should be interpret-
ed in that sense.”

Mousseau et Gagné, avocats de Uappelante,
A. 8. Déguire, avocat de Uintimée.

COUR SUPERIEURE.

)
Examen préalable. — Assignation. — Régle nisi, — Con-

trainte par corps. — Avis. — Procureur ad litem.
MONTREAL, 6 novembre 1910,
Bruxeav, J.

JOSEPH LALONDE vs J. C. MacKAY et al.

JuGE.—1o. Que lorsqu'un subpena assigne un témoin A4 compa-
raitre “devant cetts cour sitgeant au greffe”, ce fait pour-
rait induire le témoin en erreur et étre suffisant pour faire
casser une rogle nisi prise sur ce subpena, si le témoin

s'est rendu au greffe, mais §'il ne &'y ait pas rendu, il n'a pas



