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bers of June 9th, 1913, 24 0. W. R. 4107, requiring the Corn-
pany to ifie a further and better affidavit on production.

rIo support his application, plaintitf relied on two grounds:
(1) that the dlaim of privilege for the documents in queB-
tien is defective and insufficient in law, and (2) tIat the
dates (if the reports (the documents referred to) and the
naines of the authors should have beeli giien.

S. IL. Bradford, K.C., for the motion.

R1. MeKay, K.C., contra.

lioN. MR. JUSTICE KELLY: -The application is net sus-
tainable on the latter grounid. In the s:oh4dule to the affi-
davit on production the dcînBare ecic as "a quan-
tity cf reports fastoed tghrnnîrc "1" o ce 77"
inclusive, initialled by this; deedn. This fails clcarly
ivithin tIe autheirity of tlîh re 1ase tie hiife judgînent
cf flic lcred 'if J1stiuo of 11eKiig' Bench, naîncly,
Taylor V.la/ Q. B. D). 8kBw eV. Grahamn, 7 Q.
B. D). 400(, ani ldd v. WiH.~~19,2 Q. B. 4132. In
the last namcd iiif these where tibc descr 1iption of tIc docu-
meuNt was thI ie effeet as usud b treI Court adopted
tlie prnciple cf dec-ision laid (lown in Tay.ilor v. Batien, supra,
IIat flic object cf tIc affidavî if s to enable flie Court te make

an order for flie production cf flie documents înicnitioncd( in
if, if the Court think fit so fo do, and tIat a description of
the documents which enables ro-duction, if crdcred, te be
enforced is suflicient," arn] hld buie iffildavit in that respect
to ho sufficient Follcwing thesi, uasoý, the reports men-
tioed in Rogers' affidavit areit, cenl idlentified.

On the other ground, Iowever, J thlink iA desirable that
the leave asked for should ho grantied. Plaintiff relies upon
1",isan v. Grand Trunk 11w. Co., 3 O. W. N. 960,
where Mr. Justice Middleton expressed the view fIat the
claimi for- privilege should have been more clearly and speci-
fically stated and fIat the affidavit shoul]d have statcd that
the reports there referred te we-(re provided solely for the
purpose of being used, by the dlefenidants' solicitors in the liti-
gatio00, etc. Tho rule requiring flic usýe cf fIe word Ilsolely">
is Dot Of unliversal application ; and While if may be argued
that the present case is distinguishaleb from Swaisland v.
Grand Trnk1w. C'o. 1 arni of opinion fIat that deci-
sien, coupled with the fact tbat the learned Chief justice
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