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aLnd held land in Onta.rio, and ini every nmonth of 1911 lie spent
some days in the Province. H{e thus "rebtrned>' to Ontario,
ivithin the mneaninig of the words of sec. 52; and, even if the time
for the cornmencemrent of the period of1 limitation had been sus-
pexided, the suspension ceased more than 6 years before the
proceedings against Clergue were initiated: Moore v. Ba.lch (1902),
1 O).W.R. 824. See also Boulton v. Langmnuir (1897), 24 A.R.

The defendants' dlaim against the third party failed.
Interest ought to 1be allowed upon the notes whieh were flot

presented as wvell as upon those which were: Freeman case,
supra.

Judgxnent for the plaintiTa against the defendants for 82,856.40
with costs.

The defendants' claimi against the third party dismnissed with
coets,

ROSE, J., IN CnHAMiwnS. MAnoiH 5TF, 1919.

DOMINION PER1MANENT LOAN~ CO. v. ROLLA.ND.

P-eatifSement of Claim-Action by Liquidutor on I3ehalf of
Comparny in Liquidation-Posilion of Liquidaior-Asstio n of
Cause of Action by Liquidator "s Representing Shareholders and
Debenture-holdkr8.

Motion by the deferidants to vary the. minutes of the order
niade by Rosu, J., on the I9th February, 1919 (15 O.W.N. 446).

Grayson Smith, W. W. ikers, and Christopher C. Robinson,
for the seveiaI defendants.

M. L. Gordon, for tiie liquidator Qf the. plaintif! cc>mpany.


