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from the defendant. H1e had pleaded over, Bo partiei
needed only for the trial.

Reference to Spedding v. Fitzpatrick (1888), 38 C
411,412.

,When our ample means for discovery are kept in i
is flot forgotten that the functions of particulars and
are widely difeçrent -(Milbank v. Milbank, [19001 1 CI~
seems plain that no order should.be here made going bey
la above indicated.

1The learned Judge did not agree with the cours(
below. Particulars may be delayed in certain cases untîl
seeking particulars has been examined for discovery
Merthyr Co. v. D. Radford & Co., [1896] 1 Ch. 29); but t
reason wýhy the party seeking particulars should, first ex
discovery. After he lias examined and fîiiled. to get due inf,
an order for particulars may be proper lu order to define
for trial; but no sucli case was here suggested.

Save as indicated above there waa no need for particu
Cets here and below should be co8ts in the cause.
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WILSON v. WIILSON.

Hiwband and Wife-Plading-Atjmony-Staemn of
and Counierclaim-Motion to' &rike oui-Alegaie,
Quantum of Alimony-PraeWje a18 to Directing Refmr

An appeal by the defendant froin an order of a Loci
striking out certain paragrapls of the atatement of defen
action for alimony.-

G. N. Shaver, for thie defendant.
B. H1. L. Symmes, for the plaintiff.'

MIDDLIETON, J., in a 'written judgment, said that thi
was out of time, but lie extended the tirne because the oi
one which, if it stood, would tend to produce mucli confu
needless expense.

The dlaim. was for alirnony. The defendant said the
endeavours to please tlie plaintif lie bouglit a farra ani
ln lier naine, and thuit she was in possession of tie farin, tI
and ail the furniture, including a piano and sewing mach


