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Speosî> Divisioz.i. (!OUR'r. DEcE.MBERt 29TH, 1915.

*BROWN v. C OLEMAN )E VELOPMENT C(>.

Statute of Fruuds JfoncysÀdan< biy Direrlor of <'ompaayH
for Benefit of Conpany-Oral Promise of Presidenti of
Company Io Repay-Evidc nerýNatire <>1 Con tract.

Appeal by the plaintiff froni an order of MIrnLE'rON,,J., of
the 25th June, 1915, allowing an appeal by the diefvendant
Gillie8 from the report of an Officiai Referee: 34 O.L.R. 210.

Thle appeal wus heard by FAICO2NaBIInoE, (XJ.K.B., Ru>ni:î.
LATHKODand KELLY, JM.
W. M. Douglas, K.C., and S. W. MeKeown, for the appel.

lant.
IH. S. White, for the defendant (Ïilliesi, the respondent.

RIDDELL, J., ili written reasonx for judginent, said that he
found himself unable to agrce with the conclusion that the pro-
mime undoubtedly made was one made by Gillies tu answer the
debt of the compauy go as to let ini the Statute of Frauds.

The promise was, "You advanee this nioney, and 1 wiII
return it to you;" and that was an express eontraet of the
reiçpoident'fi own, ani only his own. Tt was of no importane
that Nome third person, corporation or otherwise, had the
advantage of the advanee: Thomas v. Cook (1828), 8 B. & C.
728; Wildes v. I)udlow (1874), L.R. 19 Eq. 198; Guild & (Co. v.

1ord 18941 2 Q.B. 885 (C.A.) ; Lakeman v. Mounitatepheii
(1874), L.R. 7 LLL. 17; Mountstepheti v. Lakenian (1870).
1,R. 5 Q.B. 613.

*This eaae and ail otheris no marked to be reported in thé Ontario
Litw Reporte.
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