
afirmied and appeal dismnissed. Costs of appeal out of estthose Of appellants as between solicitor and client.Stuart, Stuart, & Bucke, London, solicitors for executJ. Folinsbee Strathroy -Fae ore odn Ulai&Urquhart, Toot -Macbeth & MIePherson, Londand J. Lloskini, Ku., soilc ItOrs for other Parties.
MOSSI J.A. 

JANUARY 24T', $
CHA-M BRS.

-RE G;IBSON.Int ait cuto4i Given tO MOtIl.j'-Peding Act ioib for A1UMO4',Undertalcing tu SPeed-4ccess8 to InfatintlWoýred t, Fatiter.Motion by Diotier, upon return1 to Habeas corpus,custody of her infant chlild 3l years old.IL. J. 'Wickhaam, for the 'nother.
F.- C. Cooke, for the father.

JANu-,ARy 2lST, 1
DIVISIONAL COURT.

MCRENZIB V. MýCLAUGHILJN\TLflecO'Verl/ - Defamafon - PrîivUege -M'itigation of DaMnGtWýBelevancy of Qllestion8 wt kExantion of aintiff.Appeal by plaintiff frorn order of FERcusoN, J.,Chamnbers, alflrining order of a local Judge at Liond.requiri.ng plaintiff to attend for further examination fdiscovery and answer questions as to, whetlier hie had applif or a reward offered by a township council for killing a. deAction for 8lander. TÜhe plainitiff alleged that the dlefenidaýhad spoken of the plaintil! the words "ho swore false aicould be mnade jurp for .perjuring hixself"-"hie perji -irihùn8elf and stole inoney f romn the towiship." The defenant qid flot justify, but denied speaking- the words, sa.ý,that the words, if spoken, did .not refer to the Plaint"~set Up (5) the circuinstances Lnder which certain wor((flot the saine as those- charged) were spoken, ai(6) pleaded privilege.
The questions related to the reward, snd asked whetli,plaintiff hàd been paid it, and as to his'presence at a inee,in- of the counceil, and as ±n fil_ _'n'----4 .3


