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PRACTIeK-SPRVICK OUT OF iHm i.%t uIcTÎON-NOTICE 0F MIOTIOF-WITI ruWaî

_ORI), \lî., kR. 1 Oim.) 1.11., k. q-(ONr. RULRA 271, 533).

Manitoba f& .NJV. Land Corporation v. A flan, <1893) 3 Ch- 432,
was an application to set aside an order allowing service of a writ
out of the jurisdiction, part of the clu.im indorsed not being
within Ord. xi., r. i (Ont. Rule 271). The defe.ndant had entered
an unconditional appearar.ce. and it was held by North, j., that
this amounted to a submission to the jurisdiction of the court as
to the whole dlaimn, and the order wvas allowed to stand; but it was
ordered that the plaintiffs should ixot be entitled to any relief as
to that part of the dlaim outside Ord. xi., r. r. Leave wvas also
granted to serve a notice of motion for an injunction with the
writ. North, J., intimated the opinion that this was done pe
i cui.an, and that Ord. lài., r. 9. was not intended to authorize
such a service on a part)' out of the jurisdîction before appear-
arice. Under Ont. RuLe 533, notice of motion for injunction may
be served with the writ without leave, but it may be that that
also applies only as regarcis defendants wvithin the jurisdiction,
although there is no such limitation in the Rule.

1Pnnr.îc UNDgR1ý'l.: :..-ACTîo)N -lO %>FORCE MORTG(AGE iRINUs~ j:uî

AND> MANAGER.

In Bartlett v. IVest Mfetropolitai. Tramways Co., (i8r93) 3 Ch.
437, North, J., appoînted a receiver and manager of a tramwa 'y
company at the instance of holders of înortgage debentures, n
the ground that the court had juriediction to wind up the defend-
ant company, in which respect he distinguished the case from
Gardner v. Thte London, Chat/tam & Dover Ry , 2 Ch. 2oi, where
the court liad not that power.

Lîur- R~tR tI'ToN-ESR<VA IN t ~LEASI Ol' RIMWT 'PI OMTRUCT II~T

ADJOINING OP. CONrîuluous,- AisiÇ;N."

Hayncs v. King, (1893) 3 Ch. 439, althoughi relating to an
easement of light, is, we think, deserving of notice, notwith-
standing the provisions of R.S.O., c. îz.r, s. 36, whereby the
acquisition of s uch easements by prescription is abolished,
because it mnay possibly be held that such easemnents mnay' still
be acquired by implied grant. The facts of the case were as
follows: In a lease of premnises made to the plaintiffs, the lessors
had expressly stipulated that they or their assigns should be et
liberty to build on any adjoining or contigue' s property of the

Th. Ceitstdii Law rourua.


