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such cases in our own Courts as Stratford Gas Co. v. Gordon, 14

P.R. 407, the defendants cannot objeet that too mueli is stated in

their adversaries' pleading. What the statement of claim does, as

I understand it, is te set out in chronological order, and with per-.

haps more than ordinary fulness of detail, the varions links in the

series of events which, as the plaintiffs allege, shew that withiin 1es

than two years after the reeovery of their judgment (which at that

time must have exccedcd with interest and costs, $61,000), the de-

fendant, their debtor, devised and carried out a seheme by which

he got back possession of ail his assets through sales to his Nwif e b>'

the mortgagees, and whieli have now under the ternas of the two

trust decds executed by her been in'effeet put under lis dominion.

Then if ail this be so and can be provcd.to the satisfaction

of the Court, the relief asked for must be granted. As the lead-

ing stands it does not seem to be open to objection. lad the

details been omitted ivhieh the defendants now ask to have ex-

cised, there wonld probably (if not certainly) have been a de-

mand for particulars shcwiug, for instance, why it wvaq claimned

that the sales to Mrs. Fitzgerald were only colourable and that

the assets were held by lier ini trust for her husband, etc. The

motion will be dismissed withi costs to the plaintîffs in the cauise.,

The defendants may have eight days fnrther to plead if desired.

W. R. Meredith, for the motion. P. Aylesworth, contra.

Tuncol!rn v. FiNxFIsTEiN-MASmTER iN CHAmBERS-,MIRCU 124,

Place of Trial Namecl in Wit-Notice of Trial at Dîfferai;t

Place-Motion Io Set sdeC ts1- tinby the defendant

to set aside notice of trial'under cireumstances stated ln the

judgment. CARTWRIGHIT, M.C. :-On l2th Angnst, 1908, the usual

order was made under Rule 162 for issue and service of writ and

statement of claim on defendant at Winnipeg. Service was

effected on lOth September. The statement of claim, as served,

did nlot name any place of trial, thongli the writ named Toronto,

improperly. Afterwards, on September 2nd, the statement of

claim was flled, and in this North B3ay is namned as the place

of trial. In the copy of writ served on defendant North Bay'

had teen first written, but this was struck out and Toronto given

instead. Toronto alone is named in the original writ. The de-

fendant appeared, but the pleading8 were afterwards noted

against him for default of defence (too soon as the practice now

is). This was afterwards set aside on his application, Marci,


