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The pli4tiff sued ftor the prioe paid by him for 3,000 bhel
The point for determination wap. whether the loss was to be on
by the plaini or the defendants-Wbhether the. property hc
pa.sed tothie planfo wasustillin the defendants. The lrL
tiff deoline4 to nse questiens as to former dealings withth
defendants, and as to whete he paid sterage or any ohz
chiarges to the. rilway company for storing the grain or ohr
wise, and other quesin baing on the. usual course o ef l
ipg. In their statement of defence, thç defendants said h-&t
the sales out of whih the. action arose were made aceordiug n
the. usual anud or4inary practiee fellowed by tliem iu tlieir ba_
nesa dealiugs with the plainti -settiig out the. praetice er
rectly, as wasa ditted by the. plaintiff. The Master referet, -'

Bejmi nSle th Eng.ed. pp. 31,338, 339,and said ta
the. defendants should be alloNvad to have diseev.ry fro the
plaintiff of all faots whi4àmih (not neessarily whieh ",
assist their contention that the property hhad passed to the, lia
tifF before the fire. 14 would seem useflt kuov, e.g., whehi
the. plaintiff adsoae whether lie. delivered the defendaitq

had auz insrneo h ha;wehrh had pledge4 i
and other sinilar matr.I emdto be a case in whieh
priuelple of Con. Rule 312 shudbe followed, and that
scope of dise4wery sheuld not Je naroe on either aide, o
far as practicable, "toecur the. giving of judgment accord]
te the. very rig-t and jstice o the case" Order made direci4

thiecause. W.~ N.Tl, fo he4 dfnats. C. A. M ýft


