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BEATTY v. MeCUNNELL.

Pleading-Statemnen f of 'im FadN ic-mbrss
ment.

Motion by' defendaiîb, to strike ouf !) 1araraah ocil' te
mienit of dlaim as not being properly pleýaded1 amI lingl, 0m-
harra[ssýîIng.

J. 11. Moss, for defcniitiji.

T. P. Gait, for plaintiff.

TEE ~IASTER :-1 do tiot think the motion ean >ucceed.
Testatexuenit ofr caimi is perhapils ir iii sonierspcs

and rcads> in plaes> more like ani allidat ilhani a ldi.
Thi-,hw~r isý no grotind for exulli. Nor caril ti. 1e tlmL,
anyunnccsar or irrelevaiit facts are set out. T4h acttion

isic sýet ai ii)c t Bull and a deed froin hinm to, MeCon-
flel

This dimii is based on two grounds. The( flirsi is, thiat
plaiintiff is a purchaser for value without notice. As to this"
thiere( is no objection.

The scondis alleged fraud on the part of defendant G.,
la thiat hie kniew of plaintiff's titie, and yet, by concealment
and nîi.rep)resentfation , înduced the Provincial fertr o
issue deed to Bull1 on ground that lie had lest ha etiiats

Parap-aphs 10 and il sufficientlv charge fraud against
G., andï paragraphas 12 and 13 allege notice toi other defendants

hrghG. a,, their solicitor, se that aîl had notice of plain-
f i T's t itile before issue of deed to Bull.

This seems enough to satisfy the rule as to allegations of
fraudl laid down hy Lo»rd Watson v. Salomon v. Salomon,
[189711 A. C. at p. 35; see aise judginent of Thesiger, L. J., in
Dp-.y v. Garrett., 7 Ch. D. at p. 489.

It dec. not seem te me that defendants here can truly say
they* are embarrassed lu findilng out what is the case they have
to mneet. Tlhie la the test given in Davy v. Garrett, supra, at p.
488.


