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Mediterrnean station, but whirh at the time of the application was on the high
seas: but it %v'as shown that it would touch at one or other of the coaling porta~
of the Mediterranean, and uitimnately put ini at Malta, the chief port of thi>e_ý,*
station. 'Under these circurastances, for the reason above indicated, the appli.
cation was refused. In Ontario, beave to serve out of the jurisdiction is flotý%
necessary, btit after it has been effectedl it mnust bc allowed. Sc Ont. Rule 274 -

Plr&CIC-SvERE OF 'WRIT--ACTICO% AGATIST FIRMI CAIRVING ON IJjVSINELqS IN ENrI.A'dt)-OXNR*ê

l'A TSEN PONMELD ABrrOM)-SUINIAY JUbDOMENT AGMN iF~'Rm-Ei«i,. RULEa S3, fl5 (ON.<

RULES 265, 739).
Iii Lysaght v. Clark (x891), i Q.B. 552, the practice on the subject ofsevn

a partner on behalf of a firm again camne uifder discussion. In this case two
foreigners composed a firrn which carried on business in England. One of the
firin resided in England ; the other was domniciled abroad. A writ against the
!ýrr was serveu on the partner resident in England, and an appelaranqç wvas
eiite--2d by him: but ihere being no defence to the action the plaintiff obtained
a suniaiarý judgment against the firni under Eng. Rule rx5 (Ont. Rule 739).
The defendants applivtd to set aside the proceedings, but the motion was dis- .
nàissed by Cave and Grantham, JJ., the Court refusing to further limit the ap-
plication of Rile 53 (Ont. Rule 2b65), allowving service to be effected on one part.
ner for a. firui, to cases like the present, Nvhere the bis-iness of the firin is carried
un, and one of the partners also rcides, within the jurisdiction. Russell v.
Cambq'ort, 23 Q...526 (sec afide Vol. 26, p. 8), and 1l'estern National flap.k v.
Pci'cy (1891), i Q.B.D. 304 (see anle P. io5>, being limite(] in their application to
cases where ail the nieînbers of the firîn reside abroad. In the latter class of
cases ne-ither a partner nor a manager can be served for the firrn. As we have
already rernarked, the Rules on this branch of practice seem to need revision.

1>RCTIE -I.'COVRY I'oD~TlO--DScOY~R I~POE 's-,cE-E\G. RILLE 454-(ONT. Ru:.E 50.)

fienderson v. The é:-'wiin A~c Association (iSgi), i ÇQ.B. 557, was
an application by defendant for dîscovery before defence. The action ivas on a
policy of insurance effected on titie de±cds duri*ng their trqnsit by post from
Cadiz to Alexandretta in Svria, against certain perils enumerated in the policy.
including perils of transit and conveyance, and thieves. The deeds %vere lost in
transit. The defendants claimied to be entitled to discovery froin the plaintif,
and a]I persons interested iii the proceedings and in the insurance, the subject
mnatter of the action, but the Court ýCavt and jeune, J).) were of opinion that
the defendants were only entitled to discovery in the ordinary form. as to docu
ments uncler En.a. Rule 454 (Ont. Rule 5o8).

ASS~IGNT, VALIDITY 011-PJBLIC POLICY-SALAÇY 0F CHAPLAIN To WVORXHOUSE-PU13LIC OFFICÉR.

In re Mirams (1891), 1 Q-13. 594, the short p'oint- decided by Cave, J_. is that
an assigument of salary made by a chaplain of a workhouse who is paid out of
the rates is flot invalid as against public policy; that such an officer is not a
public officer within the rneaning of the decisions. That to make an officer pub-
lic it is necessary that the officer's salary be paid out of national, and flot, as in
the present case, out of municipal funds; and the oficer mnust be public in the
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