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th e
¢ Plaintiffy 1,9 not been able to trace. The affidavit then

T i '
P "cied?d, In violation of Con. Rule 518, to say, ‘‘I am informed
lief lelnly believe,”” without stating that the grounds of such be-

il ts at t.he defendants had a record of all the cheques in ques-
. p’ “WIng all the particulars of the same, and that this must
The *Mau:ed to enable the plaintiffs to give the particulars asked.
garde il Said that this part of the affidavit must be disre-
ton’g J’ Olowing the authorities given in Hohpested and Lang-
aﬁdéwits : fAGt; 3rd, ed., p. 729. In any case it was met by the
ing, n tho the defendants’ superintendent and soheltor,_ stat-
istenee ? ﬁljSt of these, that there was no such record in ex-
i Dection . In the second, that the defendgmts had demanded
Claim, o ?cf the ?heques, ete., spoken of in the .sta-tement of
Dorteq at this had been refus.ed‘ The motion was sup-
Ortheyy o € argument by the judgment in Townsenfl v.
eng j its Town Bank, 19 0.L.R. 489 ; but that was very @fffar-
ing merl?am factor from the present. There the plaintiff,
hy o ®Y an assignee for the bemefit of creditors, could
anq ty, ? OWledge of the tramsaction between his assignor
tiffy endants which he was impeaching. Here the plain-
& Drecige sue Supposed to know their own loss when they put it at
tiffy g ou1dm~Of $3,000 on their present information. The plain-
: '. eave tgolve Such particulars as they were ablej to furnish,
elp knOWle Serve further particulars as they might come to
SDection o¢ . o and the defendants should be allowed in-
pO's&msion, Such of the cheques, ete., as were in the plaintiffs’
- Suchm'le for delivery of the statement of defence to

wnts jn thig ‘Spection. Costs of the motions to the defend-
Saunders, KéaUSe- Thomasg Moss, for the plaintiffs. D. W.

V> for the defendants.
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0
g:;gct i'nf'. i?}o??‘:e\w”'itten Warranty—Oral Representations—
0N Z".y Sold—Eaistence at Time of Sale—Onus—
OMisgoy Cowery ;Jf Part—Acceptance — Action upon
t Ming ; Ounterclaim — Lien — Agreement—Title
oigi\;e promiZmVr; no:‘ — Judgment — Set-off.]—Aection upon
lith,, Of the p]aintio es.mad(? by the defendants, payable to the
fendgraphie By 8lven in part payment for a second-hand
'30110:3 Y one Pax(-)lzvneq by the plaintiff and sold to the de-
Mgl e tha, o <% 0 New York, for $2,900. The plaintiff.
18 the sale. noS bound by anything Parker said or did in
) € plaintiff and Parker gave the defendants




