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plamntiff, in person.
A. MeMaster, for Anderson.

DLETrO', J. :-I think the judgment is correct, and ought
mfrmed. -'r. Anderson relies upon the Statute of Limi-

It appears to, me that there is ranch $to be said in
of is application. Mr. Broom says that, with mucli re-
h. has been unable to flnd'any case like this, snd that
k. the statute lias no application. 1 do not think that
,tion shoul be determined upon an interlocutory appli-
and t.hat there is sufficient reason for refusing the appli-
ilion it appears that there is a substantial question a.4 to
>lication of the Statute of Limitations which might be

1by the order.
>ould be quite possible to proteet -Mr. Anderson as to this,
ming a term. that the action, as far as he is concerned, is
ie deemed to have been begun until the date of his addi-
a party. B3ut 1do not think it isfair to add aparty
h. action has been pending so long and there have been
r iiiterb>cutory proceedings.
aid it impossible to understand the supposed cause of
but it*is clear that it differs altogether f rom, the cause of
ulleged against the other defendants, and that to add
)n now w-ould resuit in an iniproper joinder of parties.

1ea dismissed with coste.
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mê-F'oreign. Comimission--Doubt as to Necessityj for Evi-
tce-Toerms-Securty for Costs--Mteriiatve O.rcer.

eaI by the defendant from, the order of the Master in
ýr, anrte 1078.

t. MacKelcan, for the defendant.
). <*amble, K.C., for the plaintiffs.

)LLo-', J.:-An application was made for a commission
ce before. and it was refused by a Divisional Court

12), the majority of the Judges tbinking that it had flot
ewn to be necessary for the purposes of the record as ît
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