
UNION BÂNK v. TORON TO PRER8ED STEEL GO.

>UGAN v. TnAmES VALLEY GARDEN LAND CO.-MASTER IN
CHAMBERS-M.LARCUI 1.

îeadiug-Staternent of Claim- Misrepresentations-Part-
rs.j-This action was siuiilar in its facts to that of 'Murray
ist the same defendants, supra. The defendants moved to
e out paragraplis 2 and 3, or parts thereof, of the state-
;of claim., as embarrassing, and for further and better par-
ars of paragraphs 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, and 12, and of the aim,
ý,000 damages. The Master said that there did flot seern
ý anything embarrassing in paragraplis 2 and 3 of the
meut of claim. They stated shortly the faets whieh led up
is plaintiff's connection with the defendants' enterprise, as
iut in the subsequent paragraphs. It was conceded on the
ment that some particulars should be given; and there
Id b. au order similar to that made in the Murray case (so
ws applicable) on the 8th February last, ante 773. The de-
mflt8 to, have ten days from the delivery of particulars to
L. Costs of this motion to the defendants in the cause. The
,or referred in this case to what lie said in his judgment in
Nlurray cms, supra. W. J. Elliott, for the defendants.
[on Waldron, for the plaintiff.

wN BA&NI 0F CANADA v. TORONTo PREssED STEEL Co.-MAismE
IN CHAMBERS-MARCH 1.

udgment-Default of Appearance-Leave to De f&nd-De-
i,-Tgrms - Arendrnent -Assignment pendente Litej-
ou by the defendants the Toronto Pressed Steel Company
t aside a judgment for the plaintiff entered upon default of
ppearance in due time, by reason of a solicitor 's oversight.
amount involved was over $3,000. Three different defences

suggested, the principal one being that the fact was, as
wefl understood by the plaintifsé, through their offIcers,
the. cheques oued on were given for the accommodation of

Df the co..defendants, and that the defendants the Toronto
sed Steel Company received no benefit front them. The
,or naid that the decision on this point miglit largely depend
i the impression mnade at the trial by the witnesses on the
îding Judge. It was elear, from the crous-examination upon
affidavits made iu answer to the motion, that there were
un difficulties to be overcome hy the defence; yet it was the
1 Draetice under Con. Rule 312, lu conjunction with Cou.


