
tiffs moved to strike out the statement of defe nce Qfl theground that paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5 were of such a 10080and vague character that plaintiffs could'not proceed witb thetrial without a further and better statement of the -natu'reof the defence, etc. In support of that application -anafidavit of one of the plaintiffs was duly filed and read. Thiatapplication was refused. In the notice of thepreseiit m"otionit was stated that the affidavit filed in support of the formnermnotion, giving the date of that 'notion and the namne Of thedepondent, would be read. Defeudant objected that the affl-davit could Dlot be read, as the date of fiiing was not gGrayson Smith, for plaintiffs.
W. H Blake, KOC., for defendants.THE MASTERt held 'that the notice of the intention Ofreading the affidavit objected to was sufficient, and the Ifldavit raight be read. Mackenzie v. Carter, 12 p. R. 544,distilnguisht,d. C1iet Gift Coo., p. ç. 470,Mur .Wivenhoe, 4 De G. J. & S. 723, Daniell's Ch.-'~60h ed-I. 538, Bloxhanm v. Metropolitan R. W. Co., WR. 490,> o*ângv. Falmouth, 37 Ch. D. 234, 242, and il524, r flIng ,.The action was brouglit to recover certain intereSt o$10,400 Under an agreement dated l9th June, 1899, wherebYthe purchaseir8 therein named (represented by defeildalits):agre"d to deliver to the vendors (represented by piaiiitiffs)ýwthin three years' frorn that date fully paid up shares Of theaggregate par or face vaille Of $10 400 in the stock of tue'Stt Rapaay b orxned y the amalgamation of the 1ait"Stre t iwayCnp and'certain other companiesi andýal3hgeeby i as alo agreed that if the stock should not bda~sgne bythe purchasers to the vendors within twlvniouths, the Purchasers should pay to the vendors half-yearlY,froru the expiration of tw8lve mnonths froxu the date of theagreement, interest at four per cujut. per annuin on $1,400Un he assignmnt~ and transfer should take place. .
f4l avîng bee n made, this action was brought, JBYpa

graph 2 of the defence it was ale d tht he pr asr
vÎdedin~ theread to caiy on()t the exehange of stocks as Pothe sid agent,~ and offered to transfer to plaifl
tis $1 0,400 par value, but the plaintiffs refused to wk8uch e'xcbange.. The Master held that defendants shlidbhe rderdt give Particulars of this paregrapb, içftited .th Datr dates of the Offer or offers, whether orally or iwr i ht a dy whom nd'rtgade a nd the act or acts of Plaintft8by hic th y r fus j t xn keSuch exchange, and vvhOthler


