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note for the tccommiodatin of one of their directors. They did not show that
the plaintiffs were flot holdtrs for value [n due course without notice ; while the
plaintiffs swore that the t ote was discounted before& niaturity in l"se usual course
of their banking business : "ý.d it was admitted that one of the trustees for the
defendants, who were insolvent, had offered to the plaintiffs 'the compromise of
fifty cents ton the dollar whîch the undoubted creditors were accepting.

Ikfld, upon a motion for sumn'ary judgment under Rule 739, that the
derence alleged was not'founded upon an>' known facts, but was more guess-
work, and, unies& tie d, 'ndants paid into court a substantial portion of the
plaintifs'l daim as a cont.dtion of being allowed ta deond, the motion should
be M ra nted.
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answver ta a demnand for particulars, the plaintift's solicitor wrote to the defend-
ant's solicitor stating that ho had given ail the information the plaintiT had,
the names of the others ta whom the wordï were spoken flot beinq known ta
liiii, and the plaintifr, wlien a motion for particulars was miade, dcposed on
affidavit to the sanie facto.

An order of a ïMaster requiring the plaintiff ta furnish particulars of ail the
persons within his knowledge ta whom, the places wherc, and the times when
the words were spoken, was affirmed by a Judge [n Chanmbers, but reversed by
a Divisional Court.

Hetti' that the plaintiff having given ail the information in his possession,
and the defendant tnt L ving sworn that she could not plead without further
p.trticulars, or that she wvas ignorant of what occasion was complained of, it was
useless and unnecessary to order the particuk.rs.

Thorn ton v. Gabsoek, 9 P.R. 535, approved,
I'VWia>n S/eweir/ for the plaintiff.
A. H'. Afarsh, Q.C., for the defendant.

CIiy. l)iv'l Court.] [Feb. 15,

IN RF CENTRAL. BANK OF CANADA.

WArSON'S CASE.,

The order atùd deci5ion of BOYD, C2., 15 P.R. 427, mRmf'-led On -aPlieil.
W R. Riede/i for the nppellant.
a/hi//o for the respondent.

Il1. Div I Court.] [I"eb. 15.

MERCHANTs NATIONAL 13ANK OF' CHICAGO V. ONTARIO CoAI, CO.

Sumuaryjué~went-u/e739-POfnùsOrY nlote- fncorPOeaied corntany-
Accomin*odation tiole-,Pesun»tion of va/uie-Conditional leave té defend-
PaeVni into; cotiri.

In an action upon a p-omi5sory nite the only fact shown by tic defendants,
an incorporated compavy, as the basis of a defence, was that they made the


