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iND)iNGr ui-TAxts, »)zsraBu roa-INjuN0Tios-(R,8.0., r,. 129, &.x. 16. 17.)
Daeks C'opporation of LOizdO,, 39 Chy. D. 3o6, was an application by
s of a company to restrain proceedings by distress to enforce the pay-
cipal taxes which bad become due for the current half year in respect
ny's priemises before the commencement of the winding up, but
onal liquidator had been appointed. Kay, J., held that the muni-
ocs wcrc flot entitled to any priority in respect of the taxes, and
restrained frorn proccoding by distress to colloct tbemn; but the
cal (Cotton, Fry and Lopes, I.JJ.) were of opinion that as the right
s defeated only b>' the appointment of a provisional liquidator, the
whlere, if Icave ta distrain had been a,ýplied for, it should have been
ilhat therefore an injunitctioni could on!y bc granted on the ternis of
s paying thc taxes.

PîtÀurz( ~ ~ O E-x)'NÀIo î-1~NDANqT FOR I)IKUOVBERY.

AIreM:gav, Oulen v. d1forg'at, 39 Chy. D. 31x6, the plaintjiff as executrix of
Anne Morgan, sucd the defendant as executor of Howel Morgan, allcging that
Hlowcl Morgan had received £(6,ooo iii trust for Anne Morgan,' had invested it in
socurities producinig ;iý per annum and applied the interest to bis own purposes.
and claiming paymoent of the £6,ooo with interost. The defendant alleged
ignorance of the matters allcgcd by thc plaintiff and set up several alternative
defences ;(a) that Howel Morgan had not reccivcd the £6,ooo ; (b) that if hie
liad, hoe bad paid it to Anne Morgan; (c) that if hie received the £6,ooo, Anne
Morgan had agrced that lie should retain it for his own use as a gift froin lier ;
(dl) that if he received it, Anne Morgan had agreed that hoe sbould retain it iii satis-
faction of a dlaim which hoe bad against Anne Morgan ; (e) that Anne Morgan
Wvas, at hier death, indebted to Howe-l Morgan in a sum exceeding the £6,aoo.
The plaintiff, for the purpose of discovery by intcrrogatory î8s, asked the defend-
ant to givo particulars as ta the way in which the £6,ooo had been invcsted by
Howel Morganl and at wvhat rate of interest, and how the income had been dis-
poscd cif; and by interrogatory -23, hoe asked wvhether the defendant xvas not the
brother of H-owel Morgan, and whether, during the period of the transactions
referred to iii the statenient of dlaim, lie had not lived with himi and acted as bis
confidential agent %with respect ta his praportv and become acquainted with ail
bis affairs. 1 n answver to interrogatory 19 the defendant stated that Howel Mor-
gani bad invested the £6,ooo and applied the income to bis own purposos, and
declinod ta answer further or to make any answer at ail to interragator>' 23.
North, J., ordered Iiim to put in furtber answers to bath interragatories ; but on
appeal, tlic Court (Cotton, Fry and Lapes, L.JJ.) held that as the, plaintiff Nvas
îîot seeking to follo%ýv the în\'cstments of the £6,ooo, the defendant was not bound
to give particulars of the investments ; but that as the defendant did not admit
the rece pt of 5'/ interest, hoe %vas bound to state the amounit of interest which
bad been received, as that wvould enable the Court, at the hearing, in the event of
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