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It appears to me that these authorities are applicable

here, and that they are distinctly opposed tg the defendaüts

contention. In that view the application must be disxnissed.

1 see no reason for relieving the applicant from paymient

of costs, and the disinissal. is therefore with costs.
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Peading- Partiulrx-statem2ctt of Claim - Action «Voit ÀUef7ed
Verbarl )>oue-Nc#iyof Particular8 of <Jn.idrtion-

MAS-IER IN CIABaheld, that in an action upon an alleged

verl. proml e to payIý al '1111 of mlunevy u1pon the happening of a
condition algdto halve h1appened, particulars of the eonslderatioli
fior the aillged,( pronJise must be given by plaintiff.

Mf)toti by dfnatfor furtber particulars or plaintiff'a

statement o! elaim.

Thie statemient of elaim, alleged thatt on l4th September,

1911, thie defendant prornis-ed to pay to the plaintiff $1,000

on the happening o! a certain eyant, which hall happened.

Particulars were deinanded as lx) whetber titis promise 'vas3

in writizlg, and if sou, whether by deedl, or otherwise, and tlii

consideration if any.

Particulars were thereupon furnished as follows:

-The defendant's promnise to pay alleged lu paragripn

2, o! the statemnent of dlaim was verbal, and not lu writing.»

The. defendant then miade this motion for furtlier par-

ticulare as to shew the conalderation relied on, to support tiie

ver~bal promise te pay $1,000 as claimned.

G. S. Hodguon, for the. defendant.

J. Gra.yson Smith, for the. plainitiff.

CARTWRIHT, X&C., MÂ8TER :-It nxay be truc that or, tils
statement o! dlaim, as flow lu effeet, amended by the particu-
Iars, the defendant miglit have mnovedj under C. R. 261, to set

it aside, as shewing no cause o! action, bec.aus.e ne considera-
tion is alleged, But there la xmuch force Îu the answer te
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