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take the trouble necessary to answer interrogatories of this des-
cription, which causes a vast amount of trouble and difficulty unless
they are clearly relevant to the issue."

In the same cas,- Mr. justice Lindley, referring to the same
interrogatories, says:

1,They, are opposed to the fundamental principles of cliscovert'
wvhich are stated in Sir J. WVigrarn's Treatise on Discoiery:

The second proposition stated is as follows It is the
right, as a general rule, of a plaintiff ina equitv to exact from
the defendant a cliscovery upoai oath as to aIl matters anad
facts %which, being w~ell pleaded in the bill, are material to the
plaintiff's case about to corne on for trial and w~hich the defendant
does not, bv' lus form of pleading, admit. That renders it nt'ces-
sarv to, sas- a fewv w~ords as to what are matters of fact, %wlîicti.being-
well pieacled in the bill, are material to the plaintiff's case.\V t
ought a properly drawn bill to contain ? It oughit to contain a
statemeat of those facts, and those facts only, wihich, if provein. vvil
entitle the plaintiff to relief. A\nd again iii the saine judg-
mrenat, ' 1 doubt whether this information Nvould bectmkil
in evidence. but, suppose it would, it (tocs flot followv thant the
plaintiff \woildç le entit led to discovery of it. 1" aininng witnles
at a trial and obtaining dli--covcr\v hefore the trial artc1 t' îall
différent matters.'"

A not inconsiderable experience in practice motion,; ini re:4ard
to discover>' in oL.r ovn courts leads the writer to ventlire the

opinion that if the precise point decided in A ii tiedli' v- lodsopl
were W arise in onur courts upon a motion to compel n.wrt', >1cla
questions, certainly prit r to thte decision (if that cas, a,. considerable
nunaiber tif the questions wvhich mnight have heen frained <Isi'the

examinatiofi for discoverY rclating to the inatters covereti In. the
iitrrogatories thcre refused would have becai ordcred t-i I.c
answered, and, even wîli tilt auîhority of that case ý%vhich \% otul(
.>f course be treated %%:th all the respect that a1 cicisiono if thie
Court of :\ppeal iii Englanci comman<ls iii mur courts it 1,not

improbable that upo)n ain argument b.ied upon the. 1aiigtmite <if

Rule 439" ' party ina)' bc cipelleci to attend and testily in tuec
saine mariner, tapon1 the saine ternis and suhbject tu the ianic rides
of examinatiol as a wNitiess," helpced out wîthl the prvii~of
Rule MX8, provic]iing fi r the production n t in Uc xaiiiiait 1Inif al,


