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OCHTERLONEY V. PAU;RAVC GoLD MINING Co.
ForeClosurt acien- Set- off-Particulars.

By way of counter-claim ta a foreclosure action, defendants set up certain
legal expenses alleged ta have been incurred by them in defending previous
suits wbich arome out af a disputed titie ta certain persanal property conveyed
ta defendants by plaintiff's testatar. PlaintiY bad previously moved ta strike
out the said defence as false, but failed an that application.

On mation for particulars ai the alleged suite and legal expenses,
Hold, that as defendant's affidavits fyled an the previous motion fully dis-

closed ail the requisite facts, no arder far particulars could be granted.
Han',:, Q.C., for plaintiff.
Kenny for defendant.
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,McLEAN V. McKINNaN.
Caoias-Suliciency of affidavit/or arrest-Proo ofcg,,rn

Upon applicatian ta discharge an order for arrest af defendant in an action
far damages for assault and battery, defendant sware that he bad no intention
af leaving the Province. As adequate grounds af belief ta the cantrary, plain-
tiff mhowed that defendant had made such statements as the following : " That
hoe had no praperty and that it was easy for him ta abmcond," "«that ho was
froc ta leave the country," etc.

Held, that the above expressions contained no necessary' implication oi an
intention ta abscond and tbat the arder for arrest must be dîscharged.

Hetid alsa, that O. 44. r. i, JI.A., docs not require that the affidavit for
arrest should p rave the amount ai damnage suffered by plaintiff. It is enough
that such affidavit d isclose facts which wouîci enable a judge ta decide that
plaintiff had suffered sufficient damage ta bring his dlaim within the jurisdic-
tian af the court.

Melsh for defendent.
Fulton for plaintiff.
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PoiIzv v. TANNER.

Security for casts-Counier-ciaim arising out of subject matter of dlaim.
Plaintiff residiulg aut ai the jurisdiction sucd for goods bargrained and saldt

and defendant, while admitting the receipt af a large portio oftegos
counter.claimed for damages for non-delivery ai the remainder.

On motion ai defendant for security for cos.
Hefld (following W:nter,/idd v. Bradnum, 3 Q. B. D. 324), that for such pur.-

poses as the present a distinction muet be drawn between a counter.cîaim pure
and simple and ane arising out af the self-sme transaction out ai which the

pintiff'à cause ai action grew ; that while security for costs couîd nat properly
begranted in the former came, it could praperly be srranted in the latter;- that
as defendanteài counter-claim fcll within the latecue a«ildtoth
umual order for security. trcshwaentldath

J. . Chish olo for defendant.
Cahan for plaintiff.


