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tding-Statemeni of Cjaim ljotion to Stri1ce out-Ij is-RecitaZ es Judcata.].MotÎ
01 1 by the defendant tout nearly the whole of the stateinent of claim as embar-The M aster said that -the parts corçlplained of consistedital of the previous history o! the plaintif's elam (CurryareIi, 12 0. W. IL 1108-Re Solicitor, 14 0. W. R. 2, 80 'I. W. N. 5V) >; these were, perhaps, unnecessary in one view,the other liand, tliey shewed why the present action wasand why the exact sum of $22,400 was said to bc a fair)er surn to be allowed for the plaintiff's services. IReferenceRule 268; Stratford Gas Co. v. Gordon, 14 P. R. 407;v. Roberts, 38 Ch. D. at p. 270. Ilere the paragraphs at-yen if unnecessary ini whole or in part, could rot be em-g, being historical nierely, and explaining the forum of thetetion. It was contended that the plaintiff was reassert-laim disallowed in Curry v. MacLaren, 12 O. W. R. 1108,this was res judicata. This objection cannot be deaitthis stage. Motion disxnissed; costs in the cause. R.itson, for the defendant. Harcourt Perguson, for the

TORONTO CONSTRUCTON CO.-MASTE INCABR
-Nov. 8.

t$i for GoisIncreasd Securii!,-Application on EveM4Iotion by the de! endants for further security for,tice of trial had been given for the sittings at Brook-le 141h November, The Master said t-hat the plaintiffeeypossible evidence of good failli by first depositing$20 ad afterwards paying $301.66, the prie o! thent ofthe trial inMay (bel 0. W. N.877,1000, ad; nin th... cireumstanceq, h. did not think the
uld~~~ ~ ~ -uce.I a ifcl o see any greater reason


