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Ihave the Courts of this province any coutrol over the liquid-
ators, ofr the assets.

The ouly case cited inI answer to the motion, was that

of Provincia1 Assce. CJo. v. Goodeîrkam, 7 P. B. 283. IBut

the facts of that case were very different. As all the assets

of a provincial company were being collected by a receiver,
appomnted by the Court~ of Chancery, there was iio ueoessidy

for directing security, when the inatter was~ entirely under

the direction of the Court. It iras pointed out that the

As I understand the judgTuent in the Toronto Uream» and

Butter Case, mupra, the defeudants are certainly entitled to

aecunrty. Whiat the amoimnt of this should be, la not so dlear.

In Stow v. @urre, 13 0. W. R. 997, au order was miade

ou 3rd --jýovemb)er, 1908, nt the commeuicainnt of the atdioii,

and abond given for$2,000. This wa (uein part to there

hbelng three separate sets of defendants, appearing by differ-

eut solicitors. After the trial, additional seeurlty in $1,000

vas ordered. See 15 0. W. R. 383.

Eere, the claim isin respect of a contract, on whilh bas

~been paid over $80,000, and iu respect of whieb the plain-

tf ssfor over $23,000 morie. It la remsonably elear~ that

tbs s not an ordiniry action. .Coumiel are as iisual, wldely

Thean inclsive f l oinw e the cau ferase ta frnd-

ants, owing ko delay lu pwase<ution o! the action.


