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WRIGHT v. WRIGHT.
»hUa and Noteè-Renewa"-tatute of Liimitations-

PL.aing.

[Feb. 7. 1876-ML. DAxaox.J
Declaration on promissory note. Piea that

there vas no conaideration for the note, since it
was given as a renewai of another note in which
the plaintiff's remedy vas barred by the Statute
of Limitations.

Held, that the pies mnust be struck out, follow-
ing the case of Atutin v. Gordon 32 U. C. Q. B.,
621, in vhich it vas held that a debt for whieh a
diacharge had been given in insoivency was a
continuing debt inconscience, and vas, therefore
a sufficient consideration for a promise to psy it.

QuEBzo BANKx v. Howa.

W8' aerate E8late-35 Vie. c. 16. s. 9-Peading.
FMÀY 5, 1876-Ma. DÀînos.]

Siunmons to atrike out s replication. The
action vas brought against a married woman on
a promissory note. She pieaded coverture at the
time of contrscting the debt ; whereupon the
plaintiffs replied that the note wus made vith
respect to property, which vas the defendant's
oetiarate property within the meaning of the
atatutes oin that behaif.

Brough shewed cause.
Rielie contended that the replication should

b. struck out on the grouud that s married
voman calinot ba made liable unleas she has a
separate estate held to be auch in Equity. The
plaintiffs have already a replicstiou on equit.
able grounds, setting up that the defendaut
hsad a separte estate, vhich is ail that they
require. The. replication is embarrsssing, as
under it the plaintiffs might prove that the
defendant had property vithin the meaning
cf Con. Stat, U. C., çap. 78, and succeed on
auch proof. But it ham been held in MeGýuire v.
MeGuire, 28 C. P. 128, sud other cases, that
muci property is not separate estate vithin the
meaniug of 35 Vic., c. 16, s. 9, 80 as to make a
marrieci voman liable on s contret made vith

lh reference to it.

MiL DALTON thouglit that the repication
vas umiecessary tô the pisintiffi, snd embarrss
ing to the defendanta, snd shotild therefore be
atruck out.

Order according1y.

MEBOHANTS' BANK V. MOFFAT.

Dige overY-Cominunicationg between AÀttorney and
Client.

[June 26, 1876--Ma. DALTON. J
A summons vas obtsined for the re-examina-

tiou of the piaintiff's manager in Toronto, snd
the production by hum of a letter of his vritten
to the Genersi Manager in Montreai, and a ietter
vritteu in repiy by the latter. On s former ex-
-mnation, the production of these letters vas

refused on the -ground that they were privileged
as containing au opinion by the piaintiff'a at-
torney as to the vaiidity of the defendant's, en-
dorsement on certain promissory notes, which, en-
dorseinent had been given by another party act-
ing under a power of attorney from the defeud-
sut.

Rae shewed cause. The affidavit of the at-
torney for the Bank shews that the first of
these lattera vas in effect his opinion on the
point submittad to him, having been taken
dovu by the vriter front his verbal atatament,
sud read over to him bafore it vas deapatched,
sud that vhen he gave the opinion he vas con-
viuced that itigation vonid spring out of. the
facta on vhich it vas based. Lt is aiso shavn.
by au affidavit- of tha Toronto manager, that
the latter vrittau in repiy to bis ovu vas.
vritten vith reference to the opinion and
vouid cartainiy disclose it. The lattera clear-
ly corne vithin the vell astabiished rule
that makes communications batvaen attorney
sud client privilegad. This mile is of even
vider application than it used to be aud nov
applias to all communications made by su attor-
ney iu his professional cspacity to bis client,
even though made vith reference to no present
or prospective litigation. The authorities are
coiiected in Minet v. Morgan L. B. 8 Chy., 361,
viiere refereuce la made to the vider application
of the rule nov than in former times. This
case has been foilovad in Hamely~n v. Wh/yte, 6
P. R. 148. The second latter is eqnaiiy priv-
leged vith the firat-the opinion vas givan
to the Corporatiou as a viiole, and the lettara
vere both vritten by its officars sud had im-
mediate reference te the same subject-msttar.

Biggar contra. The cases relied upon by
plintifl's counsei are ail Chaucary cases sud tura
mainly ou the question of titi. lu these Cas
the. iiability to produce la mucli less, snd the.
privilege niuch vider thau in any other. The
Common Law juriadiction as to inspection,
under s. 197 of our C. L. P. Act (Imp. Btat.,
14, 15, V, c. 99, s. 6) la extended by sa, 189,
190, vhich axe taken from the. Imperial Act. of
1854 (c. 125, a. 50, 51), and in nov vider thmn
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