
<JRAbPDOCh v. BULLL.

may hai teàý l îtlscai Canadîan Iladiator Co. v.
~uthbrtsen 0 . L. IL. 126, 5 0. W. R. 66.
l'be mna*terial i!!,d w heu plaint iff obtained leave to issue

and tex -7 rî ~ no doubt., to a very great extent, dis-

Plaùcid by theý al idavits fiied by defendant in support of the
Dmotlonj Ve se-t aiethe wrÎt. The original allidavits on bc-
,alif of plinitifl in answer upon this latter laotioin, which.

vert- dier te Master ini (hambers, are perhaps iiwdequate
te riitct dhe ýaýse for settïîig aside tiie writ and 1,rve mnade
upon the inaterial put in by defendant. I urther affidavits,
wiihi plinitif sougyht te use upen bis appeal fremin te Mas-
ter's ordeor, the Chiief Jusilco of the K-îng's Bencli deulincd
to re-ceive. Withi 0ic discrution so exereised the DivisionaI
Court iiiost rcuictantly inturfe-rcil.- But, in view of the fact
that upoi, the pre>îunt appeal being disiised plaintif! may
issue and serve a new writ, if the additional inaterial1 now
produced wouild warrant bis being allowed te do se, it wus
thoughit betteroi to, aliow hîm te file the additional affidavits
which lie seeýks te use, and leave was accordingly given, de-
fendant being ailowed from 15th December, 1905, to 23rd
Febrnary,. 1906, te, answer sucli affidavits and to produce an
agrec-ennt said to bc in fis possession, which, it -oeiimd te
the Court, weuld bie iikely te, shed muchliih upon the trans-
a4ct(ins ]invol ini tins litigation, and upon the connection
nf deedn hrwtand bis ]iability te plaintif!. Defen-

tian ba dieIied o avail hinîseif of the opportunity thus
aiode irni to cotoetthe suppiemental aflidavits filed

,nx behlaIf of plIaintIill', or io produce thec agreenient \whlichi the
Court desiredi ife scU.

Thinaera lilud alleges that defendant hadl statud biim-
seýlf to be. - a menîmber of the finîîi of Bullwell, (iuirie, & C'o.,
and thiat Sinigleton bail been his (derendant's) agenti; that
dendantiiii wais anid is the chief moneyc m(,lan in flic irm of
Bullwell, Cutrrie, & Co.; that bis bu.sineszs naine is l3ullweil;
ând thiat hie hiad employed Singleton as, bis agent, and was
fully- respensibile for ail Singieton's acts.

The affidiavits faîl short of erstablisiag, evea prima facie,-
Ohat dfnatis the sole principal in tlhe business of Bull-
well, Currio, & Ce., theugli there is enough ini tbem te found
a us iitat ,such is the fact. Although the statement of
dlaimi sýered ýwithi the writ alleges that defendant carrnes on

buiosini theo namne of "Bullwell, Currie, & Ce.," it aise
refers te Singleten as bis "'agent or partrier."


