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judicial districts have beeni set Off silice 47 Vict. c. [4,' was passed, and thâCt there
are now local offices of the court established in Thunder Bay and Algoma.
The tinie for appearance, wve think, should have beeni rcgulated flot inerely by
reference to the place of service, but also by reference to the place wvhere the
appearance is required to be entered. For example, it seems unreasonable tti

allov a man servcd in Thunder Bay, wvhose appearance is to bc entered in Thlin-
der Ba>', forýy days, or four times as long as lie would be allowved if served in
Toronto ; and it does flot scem reasonablé that a longer tume should be allowed
for appearance where service is effectcd in Thunder Bay thani is allowed wvhere
service is effected, say in Rainy River District.

In Ru/le 271, which provides in what cases action mna bc brought in the
Hligh Court agaist persons resident out of the jurisdiction, the revisers have

followed the English Ru/es of 1883, instead of the precrint Ontario Ru/e 45, andf
the provision iii the preset Ontario Ru/e 45e, to the effect that an action may
bc broughit against a person out of the jurisdiction %when hie has assets of the
value of at lcast $2oo Nvithin the jurisdiction, wvhich mnay bc rendercd, lable in
the event of the plaintiff recovering judgrnent in the action, has been oniitted,
This, ive think, is a scrious mistake.

By Ril/e 299, when a notice disputing a dlaim is filed in a mortgage actiov, I
a motion for judgment ivill hereafter be nccessary, iwhereas under the presenit
Ru/es, according to the decision in Trust anzd Loan Co. v. M&lcarhy, 19 C. L. J.
188, judgment might in such a case be obtained on prircipe. It ma>' be doubted
whether the change eff.:cted by Ru/e 299 is any improvement. Under the former
practice in Chanicery a defendant simply filing a note disputing the amounit
claimed, was entiLled to four days' notice of the taking of the account. This
provision does flot appear to be preserved in the new Rit/es-such a defendant
would appear to be nlow cntitled to the ordinary notice, but what is to be Ilthe
ordinar>' notice I does not appear.

Under the new Ru/les, ail judgments delivered at places elseivhere than Toronto
are to bc settlcd Ilwhen necessary I by the Depty Registrar, Deputy Clerk, or
Local Registrar, at the places of trial, subject to the right of cither party to
appi>' on notice to one of the judgment clerks, or to the judge, to vary the min-
utes. As rnany of the local officers have unfortunately hiad no legal training, and UI
have had no experience iii equit>' practice, the dut>' which ks thus caist uponi them
is one that wve fear they svill not, as a rule, bc vers' comipetent to perforni satis-M
factorily. The sole merit of the procedure prescribed by Ru/le 761, if merît'it can
be called, is that it will probably increase costs,

It wvas much to be desired that some unifonin ruic should be laid down as to
the entry of orders. While in the Chancery Division it has been custoinary to
enter ail orders made iii court in full, in the other Divisions, no court orders are
entered at ail. The consequencc will be that in thie investigation of titles de-
pending on such unentered orders, in the event of thieir loss or destruction, not a
littie difficulty is likely hereafter to arise. While flie practice in the Chancery
Division has ben perhaps too strict, the practice in the other Divisions has
undoubtedly been too lax; and it wvould have been wvell if somne Ru/e had pre-


