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ATTACHMENT AND COMMITTAL.

Rule Ne. 545 of the (?onsolidated Rules of Praetice of the
Supreme Court of Ontario provides that, "a judgment requir-
ing any person to do any act other than the payment of money,
or- ta abstain frorn doing any thing, înay be cnforeed by attach-
ment or committal."

It was said by Chitty, J.. in Caliou v. Yoiiig, 56 L.T. 147,
that ceommittal ivas the proper remedy for doing a prohibited
act, and attachment was the proper remedy for neglecting to
do son-. aet ordered ta be donc.'' This distinction if it ever
rcally existcd. is now donc away with by Rule .51. On what
reason the alleged distinction was based wvas not stated by% the
leariied Judgc, and it is nlot apparent.

it miust be adniitted, however, that it is iîot very cicar in
wh'at eircumst.anees an attachrncnt is now the p)roper remecty,
iaid lin what cii ?unstancees a comimittal shouhi lic sought.

A\ glance at the foruu of a writ of attachiiienit and an order
(if vommuiiitai nay per-haps asin leadinig tu a proper roll-

el UioII.

Forni No. 120 shcws that a writ of attachînunit requires the
sliriff tci attach the* persoui narned "so as Io have hini before

0111 ,Justies . . then and there to aiiswer to us as well
touching a eontemnpt which hie. it is alleged. hath eomnminitted
against us, as also such other nuattcrs as~ shallhe 1when axîd there
laid ta bis charge.ý'

The order of eoitnuittal oit the other hand dircets that the

lmarty in eontempt do stand eoniitted ta gaol for bis eontrnpt

(Sp)CCifying it'.

<ttp re th s wi tl< thle ra, rt' ini a civil atctin: iii~ ' itilil
ed)42.
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