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CITY 0F TORONTO v. TORONTO R. W. CO.

<Yo.,liat~mof A Cti"-dntiii of Parties-similarity of

I,,s6 e,s-Cou0Utrdam.

Motion by defendants to consolidato 22 actions brought

b)y plaintiffs against delendaxits to recover penalties ainount-

il,, in ail to $15,100. The pleadings vere aimilar in eacli

action, but in one (Ne. 188) defendants counterclaîm~e for

two sinus of $2,015 ana $2,362 damages afleged to have been

cause.d on 6th and 7th ?ebruary and from, 28th February te

ist Mareh, throngh negligence of plaintfs ini respect of the

track1s dluring the severe weather whieh overtoo< the city at

thiat time.
J. Bicknell, K.O., for defendauta.
J. S. Fullerton, K.O., for plaintif s.

TiEE MASTER.-'1laintiffs' ceunsel argued that the fadae

were not the same in ail the cases. This, however, would, if

considered decisive, prevent any consoliationa at any time.

It would seem to me that plaintiffs have not adhered to

tbat view themselves. The material shows that the laist ton

actions conibine the whole perîod of 153 days fromi lot June

to 3lst Octohor. The fadas cari scarcoly have booli identical

in thod(ays ofeachof these groups&
1 think the actions should be consohidated ana tried to-

gothoer, except No. 188, which xnay ho treated as substautially

an action by the Toronto IRailway Co. against the city.

It woulld seem more convenient te have the whole que&-

tion deait with at once, and At would probably bo a groat sav-

ing of costs.
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WILLIAMSON v. MERRILL.

DscoemyExaintWio of Defndn-DntinPriv
kga-t6IImeis mtui-cby Deedn Io 7is Wif e.

Motion by plaintiff for order requiring dofendaut to

attend for re-examination for diseovery and to answer ques-

tions 2403 to 2405 and question 2422. The action waB for

defaination. Sec the report of a former motion, 4 0. W. R.

528.
A. B. 0'Meara, for plaintiff.
G. M. Clark, for defendauit.


