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in King V. 'lO'oît E. M . ( o., ý (). W. . . ail

was matie allowing pinýtiff to inspeutailý tifat tar, 4i-
caus~e the plaintiif imit, terixe2 -oîîe .t-1~a iherefrotu.
For the saie reason it seeîns betfi-r ito allow (1Identia Ii

this case to mnake a further exaiuination ati trial of tho-Ir

automobile, if tliuy really wishi to do so, ani ixee t h
aideti thereby.

In cases of ibis kinti tlwir businesý- reputattion ;, to) S(ome'
extent at stake. In view of the Satiszfaction expre-:SCj by

plaintiff at flrst. anti the subsequent Lhhdorv ,f 11- miachineý,
1 have iinaliv tieeided that it is more ïi aAtortianýe Withl

justice to grant the motion than to refuse it.

1 have not ben wholly f ree fron tioubt. 1 tinjk, ilow-

ever, that cadi case mnust bie determnine solely'N on its own
fadas, anti that here the order should be inade.

The costs will bie in the cause of the motion; t1huse of tii.

examination will be deait witlî on taxation uinIe-sý ipc
of by, the trial Jutige.

BRITTON. J. A'RIL 9TU, 1904

TRIAL.

JOSEPII v. ANDERSON.

Speiic J'ronwc-gn'nn or Leo hIn iib Fixred
bij Percen laye on eosl of BuldngLub 1)refd mo
of Rit-Coisont of Le.sseesý Io E,? ru C'o8l of Iuin,

Jrclitet-Budenof Proof.

Aýction to> comip-1 specifie performance 1) defendanta f

their part of an agreemnent mnade between the parties. 1, at
MIh Aiwguisb 1904.

1. F. Uellmuitbi, K.C.. for plainitiff;.

Il. 11. Peu;art, K.C., fordfedn.

BRITT'oN..:-elainItifs'. otheir thlan El iza1,.tll

Joseph, are, a> trustees under the will (if the Iiate il, A\
Josuphi, owne'rs of promises No. 7(; on1 the 'west Sideg of lia,
Ftreet in Toronto. Their buildling waaý dutstroyedI in th"
greztt fire- of 19,0LI Plaintiffs desirefl fo r4,bniild. aliç, for


