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remenibered that the action xvas brought under Lord Campbell's
Act to recover damages for the death of the plaintiff's husband,
who was killed whilst unloading a ship. The plaintiff had joined
as defendants the shipbrokers, carrying on business in London,
and also claimed ta join as defendants the shipowners, who car-
ried on business in Glasgow, as being necessary parties ta an
action brought against persans wihin the jurisdiction within the
rneaning of Ord. xi., r. i (g) (Ont. Rule 271 (g)) ; but the Court U
of Appeal wvas of opinion that no prima facie cause of action hadî
been shown as against the persan served within the jurisdiction, ~ i

and therefore the case wvas not -within the Rule. As Lindley,
L.J., puts it -" 1 corne to the conclusion that the brokers have
heen brought into the action simply tra enable ihe plaintiff ta
bring the other defendants \vithin the jurisdictian. It is not a
bonafide case of an action properlv brotught against a person who
lias been served within the jurisdiction."
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Iiare v. Elms, (i8o3I i Q.13. 604i \vas an application by a

inortgagee of a lease ta be relieved from a forfeiture of the lease for 1
non.payinent of rent. The landiord had recovered judgment in
eýjectment against the tenants in possession, and the rnortgagees*
of an under-lessee flow applied, under the provisions of the
('..L.P. Act, i86o, s. i, ta be relievi.d froni the forfeiture. The
application was resisted on the ground that the lessee haci not
been notifieýd of the application. The Divisianal Court (Day and
('allUns, JJ.) held the objection wvas well taken, because it ,v'as, in
effect, sought ta restore the lease, and reimpose a burden on the
lessee, as ta which hie wvas entitled ta bc heard.
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MASTER t'AR'flNG WITl IRI1 OF SERVANT-ITRER O)F SERVANT,' ciF

ANOTIIER, LIABILITV OF, FOR NE.IGENCE OF SERVANT'.

Dopiovait v. Lainig, Ilhaetoe & Dowm Construction Syndicate,
(1893) 1 Q.B. 629, was an action brought against a master for
the negligence of a servant under the following circumstances:
The defendants contracted ta furnish ta a firm of wharfingers
engaged in unloading a ship a crane, and a mian ta take charge
of, and ta work it. The man in charge of the crane was under


