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branch. Pay:ment, being refused, this action was brought, which '
RoqwIatt, J., held would flot lie.

FoREIGN JL-DGMEN-T-JUiRt.lICTION 0F FOREIGN 0R-o~!

TION.L ÂPPE&AIL4q-CE-M0fTI0!- To SET &SIon w%-Iw-Jr»-G-
MEKNT BT DEFAULT. I

Harriz v. Taylor (1915) 2 K.B. 580. This was an action on j

a judgment recovered by the plainfiff fgainst the defendant in
the I-igh Court of the Isie oi 'Man. On being served with process

in that Court, the defendant entered a conditional appearance, i
an(! movcd to set aside the v-Tit and service, on the ground that
he was domiciled ini England. and was not subject to the juris-
diction of the Court of the hIe of Man. The motion was dis-
missed. and the defendant did nothing more, and judgment was
recovered against him by default. Bray, J., gave judgmnent for
the plaintiff on the ground that hy his conditional appearance
the <lefendant submitted to the jurLtdiction of the Court for the
purpose of gettmng a decision of the Court as to whcther or not
he was subjeet to it.i jurisdiction. andl, that p)in* having been
decided against hirn. he ws bound hy the subscquent procecdings
against him. and hi, judgrnent w~as affirmed bv the Court of
Appv-al (Buckley. Pickford ind Bankes. L.JJ.).

.<IllI-Ci.ýRTER PARTY-P ROVISION FOR CESSATION OF PAYMENT

OF IIIRE-" LOSS OF TEME THRIOUGU WSMAGE PREVEN?.ING;

EFFICIENT WORKIN&i OF VESSFL FOR \.ORE THAN 4A HoURas "-

LOSS 0F TIME EXCEOINGc 4S IOR-ESTOF PATMUE.N

FOR FIR.ST 48 HOURS.

.Ifcatic-Kiing v. Jaco6s (1915) 2 1K.B. 640. Vie Court of
Apeeb4o ofBeklhey .Pikod (liankes .31.. hnote anfie the50
.Xealýsono (Bklev. J.kfr (19W 3a~ .J5 hate afired the 50
p. 536) to the effect that. under a provision in a charter party
provi<ling for the essý,at ion if payment of hire in case of "loss of
time throîîgh damage preventing efficient working of vessel for
more than 48 hor'in the event of the clause taking effeet, the
cesation of payment' date, froïn the beginning and îiot from the
lapse of the 48 hours.

ASIGMErFOR RENF.FIT 0F -rEFDITORSl-EXECU-TION 0F IDEED

NOT COIVINICATFD TO NY tEDITOR-REVO(7AI1ITY 0F

DBED.

Ells v. Cross (1915) 2 K.B. 654. In this case tlie simpleqe-
tion was wvhethcr or -nt a v-olu,îtirv leedi of assignrnent fG-r the


