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United Kingdom a London firm, who also carreci on business as
mierchants on their own account. These agents had no authority
to enter into contracts mn behaif of the defendants, but they
ohtained orders which they submitted to the defendants for their
apj)rovaI and on being notiieci by the defendants that they ap-
proved, the agents signed contracts on their behaif with the pur-
chasers. The goods were shipped direct to the purchasers from
Swedcn. The agents in some cases received payment for goods
and remitteil the amount less their agrced commnission. The
plaintiffs issued a writ against the defendants which was served
011 the Lt.ndon firm, and the defendants applied to set aside the
sprvice as i.ot being warranted by the Rules (sce On*. Rule 23)
on the ground that the (lefendants were not carrying on business
within the jurisdiction at their agent's office in London, so as to
be resident at a place within the jurisdiction, Ridley, J., on appeal
froin a master, hield that the defendants wcre right. and on Appeal
to the Court of Appeal (Buckit'y and Phillimore, L.JJ.) bis order
îvas affirmed.

AýD-,INIISTRATION--CRIEDITOItS' ACTION-LIABILITY 1i NDER COV-

ENANTS IN LEAsE DISTRIUnTION 0F ESIATE AMONG BEINE-

FIC:IARIEFS C(ONTING-ENT LIABILIT-DEV.ASTAVITS''T ýTUTE

OF IMlrTATIONS-TRisTEE AUT. 1888 (51 &.52 Vc.c. 59),
s. 1 (3); -S. 8 (1 a, b) 11t.8.0. c. 75, S. 47 (2 a, b).)

Inî Re Blow; ,SI. Bart holonriv's Hospital v. ('ambdcii (1914)
1 ('11. 233. This was a vre<itor's ac.tion for the administration of
die estate of a person who dlied in Januiary, 1902. At the time of
Is death hie wils lessee of certain premist's fromn the J)lajftiffs. Ili
)t'tobe(r, 1902, the execuitors oif the lessee distrîbutedti ie entire

rcsidue of bis estate without making any provisioni foi- any future

liabilit v under t he c'ovenants in the lease. In 1909 t 1w rent feul
iii a rrear andi n 1911 the plaint ifis comeiiiiced iliw prest ut action

igaiîist U1it surviving e-xec(utor anti the Ii'wiiiits , i xet(utor-s
of thit' deceased executor being subsequetlly a(Ide(1 as ilefend-

mil s. 'Tle surviving executor and thle rt'prt'sentat ivt' of thew

lt''a(Iexevutor pleatiet th limiiita~tions1 conitaincti ii Ille

'i'rmstet' Act . 1888, as a bar to thle autioni as against thei Iw Sce(

B ..c. 75, s. 417 (2 a, 0) W arrington, J., who t rie(1 th 1w ation,

iidt'il-ial thle statute was no bar, buti a majority of thlet Court
of Appeal ('ozenis-llardy, M. W,. ani Eai, .J.) liv'lt t 1hilirort',
L.1., tlisse1ting) that, tit' statvI Ntt'vas a gooti Ph'<i e >illi-
more, LA.., wvas of the opinion toint the lime oniy began to mul

iier the statute when tiw riglît Of avtion first acci"ied, whicl)

was when the rent fell in arrear, viz., i 1909, but il tliis wert' thte
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