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The rIaim is bascd on partnersiiip, and the defendants
l'ey and Marskey are elharged with violating the known

rights of the plaintiffs, and the other defendantý- are alleged
to bcecolluingii wvith them and aiding tiein in what the plain-
tiffs say (wýhethier truly or not cannot 110w bc inquired into)

ia fniiudulet scliome to deprive plaintiffs of their rightii.
'l'le statenient of claim is longer than usual, but it is

not m'ieeessaril1y objectionable on tlîat accounit. If any of
the allegations are irrelevant in defenidants' view, they can
aa.fely leave- ther atone. Blake v. Albion Life Insurance
Co.. 1 C. P. D. 94, eoinpared withi the prev ious deeision in
th..t rae, to be found in 35 L. T. 269 and 45 L. J. C. P. 66G3,
*hews how dangerous it is to strike out niatters as being.if nelevant at ail, only evidence, which are afterwvardls founid
to be ailegations of sonie of the materiat facts, on whichI a

p~lautif scced.Sc too M.Nillington v. Loring, 6 Q. B.

Bothi motions against the statement of claim are dis-
,niaed--costs in cause to plaintiffs.

DePfendan)ts ehould pleadl in a week....
I refer to a similar caeof Lee v. Meehan, 17th Mardi,
10,not reported, aflirilid on appeal by Meredith, C..ý

2lat Mad;sec Chambers book, No. 27, p. 134t.
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Jury Noficc-Siriking out-&eparate Sifflngs for Jury aLnd

Noit-jury Caqes-Praetire.

Motion by defendant, Loveit, MeKenzie, and the Domin-
ion Crwyou., for an ordur striking out the jury notice

Iie i( I) ere y plaintifsý.
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