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commit hi% oo.plaintiff for eontempt in flot obeying an order
for diseovery obtained b>' the defendant. The plaintifL wvere
niexbers of a tlrm, but the disobedient plainkiff hiad refused te
allow his naine to be used as plaintif! cxcept on the ternis of being
first indemni:fied against liability for costs; by him co-plainitif!-.
An order for a better affidavit on disevery of documents had
been obtainied by the defendant and served iii the usual way,
with whieh the retcaleitrant plaintif! deelined to cornply. It was,
of course, objected thât Ille ordrr having been obtaitied by the
îkfendant it was rot completent for a plaintiff te take preeeed-
iags te enforce it. And Ridlev. J_. Iippear te have -1loptred
flint view. and refused io mtiki ainy order. on the groun-. of his
xiipposed want of iiriqdiedtin The Court of Appeal (Bar,w(,4,
PIIP.D., and Farwell, L.JT.. however, eaine to the opposite eoii-

ali n.sd held that the applieation might properly he miter-
tiiled.

S'I'TU!TE Orl, JAMITATIozs-21 Jý%c. 1. c. 16.-.O C. 324, s. 38)
-PAYMES'T Or CIUEQÎEg IOST['ONED-1)ATE OF P\YXiENT--lM-

111,;Eb PROMISE TO 1'AY BAL~ANCE OF~ DEBT-9 GnE. IV. C. 14.
S. l-(R.S.O. c. 124. S. 1).

.1larreco v, Richardsmi (,19)8'1 2 KWB 584, This was tit
aotiofl brought on a solicitnr's bill mid the question at isque w'as
%vlîether or flot the zlaiim wvs harrod by the Statute of Limita-
timns. 21 Jao, I.. c. 16 (R.S.O. c 324. s. 38). On May- 10, 1900, -%
o.rnquo in part. payinwnt wais gi"ent by the dee ato tlt-e
,ulaiintjtl'i testater, arid at flic saine intervie-,% it w-as vorl»l!v
unrrevd thnt the eýhequep should flot hi, presented for pavmtot
beîfore 20. June. On 20 Jin'.o 190(), Ili e~ heque .vas paiid. Tho
aetion wua cmenincd on -fuite. 190S. the caFe. theret'oro.
turnced n the' point whother tho1 payNu'int for the purpost, of tahý-
ing the case eut of the statute w-as to be deecmed te hiave hieun
rit (le on 10 May or 20 Jâme. Brily. .T.. w-hio t ried thie action hold
t bat i t nîwust hi, taken f0 hcxv,. bo'eo nmode cn fln' 10 Ma-,% and
Iliprofore that the plaimiX's daIim wa:s barred. and the( Court tif
A ppc%1 < Iarnes. 1P.P.I).. ndf ),rojiton amd Farweli, L.J.J.
iffirnxcdP( 1;;s deeîsion.

.EGIIGENCE-WATER ('M'~Y-IBIIYTO R1ý-1NST.XTE tA
MEi'NT--týBDÎtC- Mrio OF"MVNCIA AUTIlORITY To

REPMA.

IIareiùcl v. leca&Iîle (1.90S) 2 K.B. 5C4 \vas ant motion brolight
by the plaintiff against the defeindanitï, w-ho) supplied water to à
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