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hold. that she wae, released from~ personal liability (&esý'
1891), 1 Q.B. 278, ante p. 104), end the question nowý'
not ths had the eftedc of also, discharging the property-J
.ecurity. Strange ta sa>', there was no direct authority
e nei£rest case heing Hodgsosi v. Jiodgsou, 2 Keen 704,
the release of one co-surety discharged the security givený
~iple, however, the learned judge had no diffict.ilty in de.'
ge af the surety frbm personal liability also diseharged
the suretv as sectirity. That being the case, the plain.
iled altogether.
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1), 2 Ch. 7.-, NN-s an action by a crerlitar of a company
o recover dividends vrnfIypair' by them aut of the

.. The carnpany haci l>cn wound up, and under s., ri i tof

62 an arder had been mnade for thp dissolution of the
se circtinistances, ChittY. J., held that the action could
even if stich an action cauild ho maintained by' a creditor

;Uil in essýý of wvhich hoe expresscd doubt, the dissolution
absence oi fraud bcing alleged lie considered w~as an ab-
1. We mnvy observe that the Domninion W.Ninding-Up Act
for enialling the Court ta dissolve a campany.

1891), 2 Ch. 79, North, J., held that an order for deliverY,
tEga-ge actian rînght ta contain a Fpecific descriptian o~f the
e niay observe that this is contrarv ta the well-settled
ecit hsaws enheld ta be unnecessary ta iisert a speci-
-mds iii the judginent or final order, it being deemed suf-
ini the indorsernent on the wvrit or staternent of dlaimr, if
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891), 2 Ch. 81, Nvas an action for foreclosure, in which the
agor, died insolvent before foredaosure absolute. There
representative af bis estate, and ani order was made in

one af his ncxt af kmn ta represent bis estate for the pur-
ut on the application for a final order, North, J., refused
lie absence of "a praperly constituted representative of

INJJS'TIN -DIMISALOF SCHOOLMASTER.

t(i891), 2 Ch. 84, the plaintif %vas a schoolmaster of an
las, under the deed of trust, subject to reinoval by the
d parishes. Tvo of the vicars served on the plaintiff a
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