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ere than at Walkerton.—As to security for costs. The next
d was cross-examined and said that he intended to remain
i0 during his mother’s life—though for the past twenty-
s he had been in the western provineces. The Master

Gagne v. Canadian Pacific R'W. Co., 3 O.W.R. 624,
that case, the action was the plaintiff’s own. Here, perhaps,
emarks in Scott v. Niagara Navigation Co., 15 P.R. 409,
1, might have some application. But the facts of this
ere similar to those in the Gagne case.« The next friend
. labouring man and unmarried. It was only right and
ral that he should return to his aged mother on hearing
iis father’s death last December, and resolve to stay here as
- she lived to look after her. Order accordingly. Costs
e canse. W. Proudfoot, K.C., for the defendant company.
ey Beatty (Kilmer & Irving), for the defendant Geddes.
Garvey, for the plaintiff.

Return of Bonds—Disclaimer—Interest of Third Person not
Party—Principal and Agent.]—In this action the plaintif’
~for the return of certain bonds deposited with the de-

e in a contemplated venture, which bonds were to be re-
ned on a division of profits of such joint venture, which the
I alleged has been made. This division apparently was

enied. The defendant, by the statement of defence, alleged
t this $10,000 was only a loan to the plaintiff, and that the
were deposited as security for the sum lent. This loan,
aid, was made by one Charlton, who thereupon became
to the bonds, and the defendant disclaimed any interest
. (paragraph 7). In paragraph 11, the defendant sub-

m; and, in paragraph 12, the defendant counterclaimed
ayment of $6,000 and interest to Charlton or to himself as
ton’s agent. It was not shewn how this $6,000 was arrived
‘he plaintiff moved to strike out paragraphs 7, 11, and 12
irrassing. The Master said that there was nothing ob-
pnable in paragraph 7. as it informed the plaintiff of the
sndant’s contention. But the other two paragraphs could




