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recovered wvhich will be binding against the firm by serving the
writ as mentioned in, Ont. Rules 265, 266 ; whereas in Ontario
such service would be invalid even to bind the firm, where ail or
any of the members were resident abroad.

PACTC-PARTNIRS SUED UN FIRM NîAME-D[S&OLUTIoN OF PARTNERSHIP PIFRoE

ACrION-SE.VICE Cw PARTNERS.

lVig>ram; v. Cox, (1894) 1 Q.B. 792 is another case %which & ~
scrves to illustrate another variation betwcen the English and
Ottario practice on the subject of suing partners in the firrn
naine. The rnew English Rule, Ord. xlviii. A., r. 3, provides that
w1here it is known to the plaintiff that the firmn has been dissolved
before action, the wvtit mnust be served upon every person \v'ît1in

thejuisdcton ouhtto be made Fable. In the presnt case
the~ plaintiff, having recovered judgrnent against the firrni, applied
for leave to issue execution against an alleged partntr, but the
aipplication %vas refused because hie had flot complied Nvith the
Ruale, and the court (Cave and WVright, JJ.) rescinded an order of
Granthanh , directing an issue to try the question of liabilitv.

IRAQ-ACIONFOR R11COVERV 0F LAN D-S l'petALLY .NDGRSE_ NVRîv--TF.R-

\IINATION 0F TES'ANCY UY FORF1reRE-Oiti. iii., R,6 -- (o.Nir. RUL.E 2451,

*irdell V. BOy'cc, (1894) 1 Q.13. 796, wvas an action to recuver

land, l'le xxrit %vas specially indorsed, and the plaintiff hav'ing
applied for 1h-ave to sign judgment, notwithsbtanding an appear. î s
arice vnder Ord. xiv. (Ont. Rule 739), a Divisional Cou, (Matlie
aud Collins, JJ.) refused the application. It appeared. that thee"M
dufcndant wvas a tenant of the plaintiff for a terni of seven vears,
but that the lease contained a proviso that if any rent Nveru in
arrear for a certain tirne the landiord rnight forthwith determinc
the lease by notice to quit in w'riting, or itnmediatelv, re-enter.
Retit being in arrear for the specified time, the plaintiff had given
notice to, quit. Under these circurnstan(,es, thýe court held that
the plaintiff's right to recover possession wvas based on an j lleged
forfeiture, and wvas flot, therefore, properly the subjeet of a special -

indorsement, and this view wvas unanimously confirmed b-% the
Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Lopes and Davey, Lj.JJ..

IRCIE-" EQrlrrAULv F.XzcuiioN -RlC.VR APPOINTMENT OF-JUU)ICA-1-tII
ACT, 1873 (36 & 37 Vî1c, c. 66), S. 25, S-S. S-(ON*'I. JUD. ACT', S. 53, s-S S).
Harris v. Beaucharnp, (1894) 1 Q.B. Soi, is another phase of a

case which has already been referred to iii other stages of the


