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1. This is an Application by way of Notice of Motion dated the 1oth May,

2016 for the following Orders:-

1) That the Plaintiff/Respondent be ordered to give bail or security,

by deposit or otherwise, to the satisfaction of this Honorable Court
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2. The Application is supported by the Affidavit of Joseph Saad Michael
sworn to on the 10t May, 2016 together with the exhibits attached
thereto.

3. In the said Affidavit, Joseph Saad Michael swore that the Plaintiff herein
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5. The Defendant also relied on the Affidavit of Ronn Baronn sworn to on

the 10t May, 2016. The thrust of this Affidavit was that the Defendant
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was not indebted to the Plaintiff rather it was the Plaintiff who owed the
Defendant $ 28,500.00. Further, that the Plaintiff handed over his

passport to the Defendant voluntarily.
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a) That he would not be able to provide any bail or security whether by

deposit or otherwise without his passport.




b) That the amount claimed by him was higher than that claimed by the
Defendant for which the said Defendant had already taken various
forms of security.

c¢) That his passport had expired and needed to be renewed.
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10. In her submission on behalf of the Plaintiff, Miss A. Williams clarified
that her client had never alluded to the fact that he was coerced to
surrender his passport but that he was forced to sign the Agreement-

Exhibit “C”. She relied on the entirety of the Affidavit in Opposition and
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a) Where the Plaintiff (or counter-claiming Defendant) claims the

recovery of specific property (other than land); and

b) The Defendant does not dispute the Plaintiffs title; but

¢) Claims to be entitled to retain the property as security for any sum of

money (e.g. by virtue of a lien).
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14. Applying the provisions of Order 35 Rule 6 of the High Court Rules,

2007, the Plaintiff is claiming the recovery of specific property-his

passport which the Defendant has not denied holding but claims that he




15.

is entitled to retain the passport as a lien or otherwise as security for
the sum of $ 28,500. So if the said amount (with interest and costs) is
paid into Court to abide the event of the action, the passport will be
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for the Defendant to be ordered to give bail or security for his appearance
as the effect will be to prevent the Plaintiff from fleeing the jurisdiction

which will be served by keeping his passport in the custody of the Court.
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Hon. Justice Sengu M. Koroma JA.




