
exp)ense, for further examiuation for discovery, and wo p
duce documents and answer questions for which he ulam

privilege on lis former examimnation, on thie ground t]
such information and the documents relating thereto w
obtained after, consultation with and upon the advice

plaintiffs' solicitors, witli a view to the litigation which 1
since arisen between the parties. The local Judge hield t:
there beiug no litigation actually pending, or even thrt
ened, wheu *such informationl and documents were obtair
thêe samo were not privileged.

J. Hl. Moss, for plaintiffs.

1. F. Ilellmuth, for defendants.

FALCONBRIDGE, C.J., lield that there was privilege,
lowing the prnci'l'as laid down in Wheeler v. e- -Marehi
17 Ch. 1)., 675 Miet v. Morgan, L. B. 8 Ch. 361; and I~
don v. Blaûkney, 23 Q. B. D. 332.

Appeal allowed. Costs in cause to plaintiffs.

E. L. Jeffery, London, s.olicitor for plaintifae.

Ivey & IDromgole, bondon, solicitors for defenidants,


