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which resent the service on their subjects, without their leave, of process of the
courts of other nations, and for this reason the alteration bas been nî ade in this
rule, and a spccific distinction between serving the process itself and giving a
courteous notice of it has been drawn by Ord. i i, r, 6." (Ont. C. R. 23-2.)

PRACT1CEý-COUNl'I.-:l.,1MN-!bFAXU!T IN I'I.EAINC --J U)(1-,'I' ON COUNTU~-CLI!M
OkU. 27, R- ii-(ONI. C. R. 727).

In Lftggis Y. Scott, 2 1 Q. 13. D. io, it %vas held by P'ollock, B3. and Charles,J.
in accordance with Biiekhards' v. T/wirrn, citeci in Snow and Winstanley's Annu.11
Report for ! 888,1p.379, that wvhen a plaintifr makes- dcfault iii pleading to a
countcr-clai-n. for trcspass, the onlly ivay the defcndanit cati obtain judgmcnt onl
the counter-claiîn, is by motion uinder Ord. 27, r. 1 1. (Ont, C. R. 727.)

PRATIE- UIHMNIAG AINSÇI MARRIE!) WO'tM.N 101< i 11 O INTIIEFOkI R-

RIA(HE.

DoZ£11c. V. F<'tc/ze'r, 21 Q. 13. I). 1 1, was an action airainst a husband and wife
to recover a debt contracted by, the wife before btarrnage, wvhich took place after
the coming into operation of the Mr.rried Women's Property Act, i 87o, and
the amending Act Of 18î4, but before the Act Of 1882, and upon a mnotioni
for judgment which wvas referred to the Divisiotia! Court, Lord Coleridge, C.J.,
and Mathie%%, J., held that it %vas unnecessary to show that thc female def.cd-
ant had separate property at the date of the judgrnent, but was entitlcd to
judgment against the wvife as against her separate propcrty according to the
formn settled in Scoet v. Jorley, 20 Q. B. D. 132.

LANDLORD AMPNI) -SInMM-URE~ B* .ASSItNEE OP' IARI' OF 1'REMtIEs
-LIABII.rr OF A.SR;NOR ON COVENANT.

Bayntlon v. il-forgan, 21 Q. 13. D. toi, is a decision of a Divisional Court
(A. L. Smith and Cave, JJ.), upon an appeal from a County Court, and the
point decided wvas this: The plaintifr demised a house and premises to the
defendant 1,y deed containing a covenant by the lessee to pay the rent ; the
lessee assigned thc term, the assignee by agreement with the lessor surr-cn"circd
a small part of the demised premises, upon which was a sculler. . and the plaintifr
in consideration of his so doing paîd the assignec £2>5, and erectcd a nev'
scullery on another part of the demised premnises ; the presenit action wvas brought
by the lessor against the original lcssee, who contencied that the effc't of the
surrender of a part of the demised premises was to create a new term as to the
remainder of the property, and consequently to release hinm from liability on bis
covenant. The court were, however, unanimnous tiiat a surrender of part of
the demiseci premises by an assignec does not have this effeet. Couinsci for the
plaintiff conceded that the surrender of a part of the premnises would entitie the
lessee to a proportionate abatement of the rent ; but Cave, J., without deciding
the point, expresscd the opinion that the lessee was 2ntit1ed to nio such abate-
ment, that the liability of the lessee arising on contract, if he wvas Hiable at all,
he was liable for the full amounit of rent covenanted to be paid.
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