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(e3) Intoxieated persans-action teniable by either party
acting within a reasonable time of easing to bie int6x.

(d) Impotent persons -a person who rnarriei knowing him
or herseif to be impotent should of coirij not bie per-
mitted to plead the other party's impoteney as a
ground for nullity.

* The remarks above ini regard to form appl-y to cases of con-
Kanguinity and bigamuy.

The grounds additionai to, the above recominended by bath
* majority and minority report of the British Commissiono i

vorce iii 1912 were;
1. Unsoundness of nmmd lems than însanity nat apparent at the

time of the ecrexnony, and prcvided intiercourse lias ceased after
the situation became apparent, and action is started %vithin a
rleww~nab1o timne.

2. Epl.ileptqy alla reciurcnt insanity-as in 1.
3. Venereal diseuxe in a communicable form, and the fact

not 4lisolosed at the time of inerriage-as in 1.
4. Wonman pregnant at ie time of lier inarriage, her condi-

tion being due to ititeteourse with a persan other than lier hus-
band, id sueh euondition being undisrlosed by lier ta ber hus-
band who is ignorant of the fart.

5. Refusai without rensonable cause to permit of intercourse
where ther, lins beet 1ne întereursc at ail.

la paming, it nmighit bc noted that adultery, etc., on the part
of the phnift i no defcnce in aetioiis of deelarations of iullity.

liesidenve les than domticile la suif ieient ta give jurisdiction
for deelartitiou of iiullity--ng liotieed as tlic end of the ehapter
on Provinees with Divorce Courts.fThe quo.3t!ion of juriadiction in suits for dee-laratious (if id-
lity le of sufficient imiportance, and so far as Ontario and Que-

* bec are eoneerned is stili in a miffieiently ansatisfaztory State,
Io warrant a more complote investigation than that made abo,ýe,
when considering the qjuestion (if infancy. Where Provincial
fiýourts have :-rindiction over divorce, they have also jurisdic-
tioxi over annulmnert, the une luivi-ng in ai cases been established
witih the other.

* The ftsrt case iii Ontario in whieh the question of jurisdie-
tion appears to have been dise.uasd was Latdess V. Ckaber-
tain, (1889), 18 0.11. 29C). This was tit action for annuirnent on
grow-ndfi of dureuq and infancy. In disraimang the action on the


