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c~i,*-ExumAhWow0 IsrP dimw. y-»We Iz77t ufttkge f/Rl f4

By Rule 13U4 Rule I :77 a td a »wv Rutsmb sbgited provid.
img that the cotte of eVery icterlotcutry' eamination shoul4 -bý borne by the

, ifigparty, oue1e otherwise ordered.
In an a=Ion begun before the passie8 of the Rlei, but trled and judg ment

given after the pauieg;
IHgdý that the ew Rlei applied, and the taxing officer hati no power ta tax

to the succeuMu plaintiff the coits of examning the defendants fer discovery
whthoit an order therclor.

Application for such ordier shouid b. mnade te the triai jutige at the trial
or imme<diately after judgment.

J. E.10M* for the plainitit.
Wa.'drDnfor the dendants.

Court of Appeal.] [Nov. 13.
BRATON V. GLOBE PIrNN CO.

DISWcOI.Y-Rd~ Sm66 ,Cot~ of-Rxtlmtoz of Élaùsk before dIgvîry of

Rule 566 does flot apply ta examinations for discovery, and cannet b. made
avaîilal to authorize au exatination flot provided for by Rules 487-506.

Fiçkm Y. CheabWain, 9 P. R. 283, overruied.
But were that Rule applicable, it was flot " necessary for tha purposes of

justice," ini the circumoetances of this action for libel, to make an arder allowing
the defe:dants te examine the plaintiff for discovery before deiivering their
statement of defence.

Decision of th& Common Pies Division, t 5 P. R. 473, re :ersed.
Taie v. Ciobe Prints'ng Co., i i'P. R. 25 1, specially referred ta.
Ga#urIey v. Plimsoll> L.,R. 8 . .362, and Zasrénber v. Labouclure, (1893)

2 Q.E. r83, folinwed.
*Lyneh-Staunton for the appellant.
Osior, Q.C., and H. M. MLnuat for the respondent.

Queen's Bench Division.

BOYD, C.] ~ ARGLES V. MCMATH. Ct29

Landiord and tem~'xzw-i.eSoiFrsAct-CoveDants.

Under a lease pursuant te thé Short Forma Act, containing covenants by
the bossee ta repair and ta leave in good repair, h. cannet, having regard te the
extended meaning of the covenants, rernove at the ed of the tertu fixtures
erected by bim for the purposes of trado.

. .


