
788 CANADA LtAW JOURNAL.

from the date of the original judgment dismissing the actio
the defendants on the other hand clainxing that they only bo~
interest from the time they were awarded by the judgment i
appeal. The Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Romer, L.J
held, that nuder the Rules interest only runs from the dit
a judgment is given (see Ont. Jud. Act s. 116) unless ti
Court in exercise of its power under Rule 571 (Ont. 'Rule (329
expressly directs the judgment to be dated some other day tha
that on whieh it is pronennced. And this powver to antedia

P ~ the Court considered ought only to be exerciseý on good grouti
shewn, and where the delay has been that of the Court, anid i
no way attributable to the parties agaixxst whom a judgment
recovered, the fact of such delay is not a sufflcient ground ji

ordering a judgment to he Rntedated.

Di8covrny-LiBL-INFORMATION ON WHIQE1 DEFAMATORY~ ST.\1'
MENT PoUNDED-NTME OF INFORMANT.
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The plaintif! sought to examine the defendauts as to what iii.
formation they had received which induced them to inake the
alleged defaniatory statement, and fromn whom they receivedt it t

bdt the Court of Appeal (Roiner and Mathew, L.JJ.,) bein t4
opinion, from correspondence which lied passed betweeni tii.
parties, that the information sought was not bonâ fide reqi-e(l
for the purposes of the action. but really- to enable the pin intifi'
to brîng an action againet the peî'son f rom. whoxn the iniformaiitioni
wus derîved, held that the interrogatory as to the person fî'oiii
whom ihe information was dlerived miuqt ho disallowed.

RAILWAY CjOMPANY-CAIIRIER-OWNER'S RISIC NOT-INJ IliY To

GooDB-NOTICE TO CJOMPANY-WILrui. MISCONDUCT.

In Farde,' v. Grcat Western R31. (1905) 2 K.B. 532 the I)ivi-
sional Court arrived at, a conclusion whiri. appears eiîwnýttly,
unsatîsfaetory. The plaintif! shipped certain sheepskiris to lie
carried by the defendants. On their arrivai at the ir destinationi
it wvas found that thly were injured f romn having been carri-ed iii
a Par covered with )vood chips. The plaintiff then notified the
defendants' servant of the injury lie lied sustairied, and infornied
him that more sqkins were to be shipped, and that the defendaiits'
servants at the place of shipment sbould be notîfied to prevent a
recurrence of the injury. Afterwards fur-ther skins wvere shipped
on the termes of "an owner's risk" note, 'whereby the defendanits
were relieved froxn liability for injury to the goods in tranisit
except mirh as mîght be oceasioned by the wilfiil miscondiwrt of


