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Whilc there is no great dispute about the actual facts,
plaintiff asks me to draw one inference and the defendants
another, and in my opinion the proper inference can be
drawn onlv by tlic clirninativc proeess of a trial.

The damagre, if aiy, eannot be irreparable-it can he
easilv cstirnated in dollars by a Judgre or Master.

The affidavit of Alfred Rtogçers sliews that the prepon-

derance of convcnienccý-piiblic as weil as privatc--is wlî'ollY
against the prol)riet.v of granting an interlocutory injuflC-
tien.

Th~le injunetion will flot now lic granted, but the motion

wi1l stand oî er until the trial. The parties mnay deliver

pleadingrs in vacation, ani defendants are to speed the trial.

Costs of motion to be eosts in the cause until flic Judge at

the trial shall othcrwise order.

Thelm authiorities on whielh 1 base tliis judgincent are as

follows:
Ilalsbnry's Laws of England, Xvil., pp. 217-8, andi

XXI., pl). 531, 531; Ký,err, 3rd cd., 174; Lord Co~wley v.
Byers, 1877, 5 C. D. 944; Earl of Ripon v. Ilobart, 1834, 3
M. & K. 169; Mlagee v. Lon don., 1857, 6 Gr. 170; l'ope V.

Peate, 1904, 7 0. L. IR. 207, and sec Iush mutier v. Polsue,
1906, 1 Chy. 234, as to inraeof noise in ail already noisy

ileighbourbood.
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Di8corery-MUotiOfl for Furtlier Exramina tion-R<'fusa!l to nsirr-
I#sues flot Properly Delined in J'Ieaditig-.Imendment of.

.%ISTERt-IN-CiiAmnEiis refused to grant fardier examination for
discovery where the iisues as disclosed upon the pleadings as filed
djd not warrant it but gave leave to plaintiffs to renew iHie motion
after amendînent of pleadings.

Motion bv Imaimtiffs for an order for further examination,

flhc (Cfednts on exainination for discovery having, rcfuscd

to ansm-er certain quiestione deernet relevant by plaintiffs.

B. N.1avis, for motion.

J. GIrayson Snith, contra.


