
C1ampbell, could the latter have been rightly struck out as
noet being a proper party under Thompson v. Lo)ndon Coun tY
Couneil and cases fillowing that decision? lias not thh,
point been made elear by . .. Tate v. N,\atural Oas Co.,

18 P. R. 82~? That case was followed in Langley v. 1.«w
Sýopietv of Upper Canada, 3 0. L. R. 245, where (p. 249)
Moireditli, J., spasof the plaintiff being in doubt as to the
person from whom hie is entitled to redress, as berng the deci-
sive point for consideration....

1 amn of opinion that an order should go in the samne teryms
as to costs and otherwise as in Tate v. Natural Gas Co.

In thie same case a motion was mnade for leave to give a
jury notie, which was overlooked, as explained by affidavit
of plaintiff's îzolicitor. This should be allowed on the au-
thority'N of Mafcrae v. News Printing Co., 16 P. IR. 364.

As titis will be emhodied lin the sanie order as the other
relief asked for, it la not neeesaary to make any separate
provision as to the cosa.

CARTWRIGHT, MASTER. JUNE 6TH, 1903.
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HASKIN"iS v. MAY.

Elridencefo-- R.aHaluof IViiiie&, de Benie Eass-Order for.

Moiitioli by defendant for an order allowing him to ex-
aine a witness, one Isabelle IlIartwell, de hene esse.

S. Il. Bradfird, for defendlant.
C. A. MNogs, for plaintiff.

THE MASý.TER.-AS, defenidant is willing( to, furnishl plain-
tiff with a copy of the depositions free of charge, 1 thirk the
tisuail order myay go for thie exinination de I)ene( eIsse of isa-
bielle llartwell. Whe(thier or not lier evidence -will 'he niaterial
iriixst hé left for deotermi inati on at the trial, and caninot be
iigeftilyv vonsidered now.

'11we eedatmikes otit the usuel, prima f acie case,

and 1 a111 iiniabe to see any groiind on which the order can
be properly re%. ed.

Th'irecoste of thie motion wilI bie disposed of by the taxing


