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~ ,~ Bailhache, J.. who tried the action, considered that by the use of the
word "remiiting" the defendants had impliedly authorisedi
the plaintiff to send the money by post in the urdinary way inl
which rnoney is remitted by post, but that it is not the ordinary
wvay te send so large 4 surn as £48 in treasury notes by post and
that therefore th2 plaintiff would have to bear the loss.

* COUNTY COUR1'-PRoHIITION-CAUSE 0F ACTION-JURIEICTION.

Clarke v. Knowles (1918) 1 K.B. 128. This ivas an application
for prohibition to a County Court, on the ground of want of juris-
diction to hear the plaint. By the County Courts Act, "an action
may v e commrenced . . . in the Court in the district of which
the cause of aùtion or dlaini -oholly or in part arose." The dlaini
in question wa,ý a contract macle by oe-"er and acceptance sent
through the pont office. The action was brought in the district
froni which the offer was sent. iP Judge in Chanmbers dismissed
the application, but a Divisional Court (Lawrence and Lush,
JJ.)i reversed his decision, holding that the sending of the offer was
no part, of the cause of action-and that the cause cf*action really
arase at the place where the offer was acceptcd.

DISCOVERY-PARTIMILARs-TR AVERSE 0F NFG ATIVE ALLEO ATIONJ
IN STATEMEINT OF ('LAIM--ON'US ON I'LAINTIFF-PARTICULARB
OF TRAvERsE- RULÉ 203-(ONT. RULE 138).

IlWcc«iberger v. Iinglis (1918) 1I K.B. 133. In this case the plain-
tiff was complaining of the action cf a comrnittee of the Stock,
Exchange for refusing to re-eleet hini a irenil Pr ot fhat body.
In his statement of claim he alleged that nothiiig had occurred
since Lis election in M85, or now existed, to rendcr hini ineligible
for re-election. The scatenient of defence traversed this aIle-
gation. The plaintiff applied for particulars of an.), facts or cir-
cumstances %which had cccurred since 1895 to render him ineligible.
Astburv, J., before whomn the application wa9 macle, refused it
on the ground that the traverse was not a mat ter stated in a
pleading within the meaning of Rzle 203 (Ont. Rule 138), andl
hecause in order to succeed the plaintiff would have to prove the
negative staternent, and the object of the Rules is not to force a
defendant on a traverse to undertake the burden of proving any-
thing himself, and still less to relieve a plaintiff frorn the onus of
nroof rcsting eolely on him.


