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ht further asked that the plaintiffs tnight b. ordered ta deliver up the notîe
ta b. cancelled.

Hol, that it that was a proper subjeet of counterclaim, it was one aris-
ing between th plaintiffs and the defendants as the resuît of the establishment
of -the defence, and did flot render the Introduction of new parties necessary.

It further asked that if the plaintiffs should. b ond enttled to recover
upon the note, the new defendants by counterclaim shauld be ordered to pay it.

Hold, flot a malter in which the plaintift's were concerned, and therefore,
under Rule 376, other persans could not be braught in as defendants by
counterclai m.

It furtiier alleged that the plaintiffs and the new defendants by counter-
claim conspired together with the. frauduient iîdention of keeping certain insur-
ance mnoneys without applying them upon the note sued on ; but there Was no
asserti )n that the plaintiffs rectived the insurance moneys, or any part of themn,
h)eyond the amoont of the note; and the prayer was that the new defendants
by counterclaim, and not tht plaintiffs, should account for the insurance mnoney
over and above the amnount of the note.

Held, that there was no excuse for joining the plaintiffs as parties liable to
account with the added parties, and therefore no excuse for addîing the latter.

And the counterclii of the original defendants, so far as il added new
parties, wvas struck out.

J. A, Paterson for the Canadian General Electric Co., defandants by
coonterclai m.

W. &f. Douglas for the Edison General Electric Co., defendants by
counterclaitn.

C. il/lar for the original defendants.

ROBERTSON, J.] [ May 25.
HAGGIRT v. TOWN OF' BRAMPTON.

Interitm injuncti'on-Undertaking, in lieu of-Duration of-.1idnent aftei
trial-Stry of entrty-Inyundtion a/ter trial, wkere undertaking viola ted,

Action for the returfi of certain goods or to recover their value, and for
damnages for detention or conversion, and for an injunction. Relying upon
an ondertaking given by the defendants Blain and McMurchy, ibat nothlng
would be dont to affect the position of the property pending the litigation,
according to the plaintiff's verhic of the undertaking, or until after the trial,
according tu the defendants' version, the plaintiff did not apply for an înterirn
injonction. The action was tried, and jiudgment pronounced on tht 6th April,
i8c)5, directing tbat judg.-nent ,bt entered after the second day of the next
sittings of the Divisional Court dismnissing tht action with costs. Tht next
ulttings of the Divisional Court were fixed for tht 27th May, 1895.

Soon after the delivery of judgment the defendants began ta, dispose of
tht property the subject of the action, and on the 9th May, 1895, the plaintiff
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