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brought the company into the jurisdiction and the documents 1)eing wvithin
the jurisdiction.

'ffed, aiso, that the laches of the company had not been so, great as to
disentitle thetu to t -relief claimed, and the charge of collusion between
the companly and the transferor was flot sustained.

!Ield, also, that the transfèree was entitled to-have preserved to hirn
aniy claim he mîight have for damnages against the comnpany.

.4. W Ho/rncsted, for the applicants. W R. .Smnyt, for the claimiant
Eldred. C A. Moss, for the claimiant Weekes.

Ferguson, J. ENWICK il. Wý1-'HAI' [Jan. xi.
~1forgt~-Pwrrof sa/'-Notice of~.ecxig Sflàuy ric

l'et-sons etill/eio b ;wdce-Agent-Registrztion qf noliee-Siatules.

A contract for the purchase and sale of land was made in z895. In ail
aýtion brought by the purchaser there was a decree for specitfic p ýrfornmaic
and a reference as to, title, upon which it appeared that the vendor was
professing to sell under power of sale containied in a rnortgage.

The notice of sale was addressed to the rnortgagor. then resident
abroad, Ci. A. M. <as bis agent>, E NI. and W. M., J. Ni. and J. A., and
said: 1'1, C. W., hereby give you notice," etc. Lt was datcd and signed
by the solicitor for the niortgagee.

/kI<4 that on its face it was a sumfcient notice.
Lt wvas shewn that G. A. M. was acting geiierally as agent of the

mortgagor in respe, 1, of the niortgaged lands, and other mitters. Tlhe
agent accepted service for the mortgagor, saying in bis acceptanice that bc
was the niortgagor's agent in Canada for the mortgaged property. TIhis
notice was forwarded by the agent to the rnortgagor, and received by hiini
n due tîime, and lie never made any objection to it or to, the service.

He,/(, that the service was effective.
J. M. and J. A. were subsequent mortagagees wvho had issigned their

imoçrtgages to, G. A. NYL, who accept,.J service of it for theni, saying in bis
aciveptance that lie was the assignee of their rnortgages. Theli assignnient
to hini was flot regist.-red.

I-fdd, that J. M.L and J. A. were not entitled to notice.
't he notice was not served upon E. M. and \V. Mi,, but the evidence

sbiewee. that their inortgage was paid and satisfied.
!Idd, that they were not entitled to notice.
IMld, also, that the notice was a good notice to G. A. M. in respect of

ail clainis that hie rnight have or profess to have il) the matter.
Held, lastly, that, owing to the provisions of s- 8 Of 63 \'iOt., c. tg, the

provisions of sub-s. 5 of s. 6 of 62 Viet, (2), c. 16, providîng for registra-
tion 3f notice of sale, did flot apply to this case ; here the sale was


