
substantial suin was owing; the costs had been'incurred; and
there wa8 the lîability fort these coste-axnount subject to tax-
ation. Hughes v. Chamxbers, 22 C. L. T. OSc. N. 333, 14
Mani. L. R. 163, and Palimer v. Culverwell, 85 L. T. N. S.
758, 759, referred to. If the fact of the assigninent is cstab-
]ishied it niakes ne différence that the agent colleectig the
debt is himself a creditor to whoma the equitable assigument
is made. As te corroboration, see Re Curry, 32 0. R. 150,
23 A. R. 676. Appeal allowed without coats. Order mnade
for paymient ever of balance. Ceats of Ottawa Trust and
D)epost Co., as between solicitor and client, te be paid out
of thiS xnoney.

MÂCMAHN. J.JULY 4TH, 1903.

CHAMBERS.

BERRIDGE v. HAWES.

Action-Stimmary J)istîsal-Nc, Reasoaable Cause of/Acli A//eged
-Caîm for Wro;zgffut I)isinis,al- Clain (o Etnjorce Mlethanic's
Li,,n-Coinany-Agreemene w:j'A.

Motien by defendant te, etr;ke eut the writ of summens
and statemient of claim, and te set asidt, the service thereef,
on the ground that they disclose ne reasenable cause of ac-
tion, and because the laim indorsed on the writ ef suinmons
canneit b. joined with a dlaim fer enfercernent of a me-
chanie's lien. The. clam indorsed on the wrib was fer dam-
ages for wrongful dismissal frein defenidant's employment as
building superintendent and foreinan, and for breach of con-
tract. Tii. statement ef dlaim set forth an agreement for
(amongst other things) the forination et a cornpany -for the.
erection of apartmient bouses in the ciity of Torento, services

performed under the agreenient and as building superinten-
dlent, the registration ef a inechtanic's lien, ande oncluded by
claimning payment of 53,200, a declaration of lien, and
82,000 damiages for breacli et contract and wrengful dis-

WV. H. Blake, K.O., for defendant.
W. E. Raney, for plaintif.
MACMAHO,J.- . . . 1V appeared that building oper-

ation8 were commenced and carried on frein March until
May, when they were interrupted by a strike of the work-
men, at whichi time $30,000 had been expended on the build-
ing. Plaintiff was paid $15 as superintendent during each
week the. building operations were in progress. In addition,


