
The( only question for deterniination, here is ~ltbri
sueh, a caise as the present the interrogating p)arty hia- ~
given ali the information te whbich lie is enititled.

Mr. Turnbull, the general manager, knew nothingý -i the-
dihattel niiortgage having bcen givenl untiil affer it ua~ -
cuted.

Mr. Watson, the inispctor, ýnows notbing of [;hat- 1uk
place( ' fihetemortgage,- was malle, as lie liad il-ft anroi
before sintue lv as thiat Mr. ilob-son,. the"ir ~1cî
and Mr. C'ampbell wýould ow wiat was said aud dm u
the ie in question.

It aippearos from plaintilf's aff'idavLit tataplctuîia
malle to be allowed te examine Canpelbt rf~db
defe»danits. 1 therefore thinik tlie order shldLi gro,wib~t
to plIainitif in the action.

The following cases in ouir oivn C'oudsý seemi tfilsif
thisý disposition of the motion: Hlartnutt v. Canada M uitual1
Aid Assan., 12 P. E1. 401, at p. 4103; Sxniithi v. Clark , . ,
at p. 218; Going v. London Mutual Fire lus. (Go, Ili P. 1,.
642, at p. 6343.

TRIAL.

MýcNULTY v. CITY OF NIAGARA FALL.S.

Ceii eleiry-:Owner of Plot-emoi.al of Crs-iaeo
(la etaer-Rglaof A.cltonL.

Action against the city corporation for daniges for ih-gal
removal of theu remiains of plaintiff's deesdchuld fromi iwr
plot in a cemetery owned by dlefendaints.

flovn, 0.l nybe assuniied thiat 1tlio niothfer Who buy
rplot in la cemetcry, and inters; lier dead uhildi therein,i.~

right of action if thie reinains are improperly rno d
Kéaglier v. Driscoli, 99 Matss. 281. Criminal llibilitv xit

Lven tholigli the set be doueo thoiightlessly or igýn0rant lv, buit
punishimvnt shiould lie so adjiuatod as initt iîo e y r-

uspemaltf' Ii slIl a ae e .Lonl .I.7
ShresCasie, 1). &ý B, C. C 6.Br h itrau

prosec fiut okf thil aenI îaitoiedriiin,0 h


