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in sucli a case. In a case being tried by the Mut
uiponi a reference ta hlm for that; purpose, there should n
be an appeal upon every interlocutory ruling.

On the, menite, the ruling of thie Master was niglit in eaq
inistance. The question put by counsel for plaintiffs to t]
wvitness R. W. Farley and disallowed by the Master w
in f ormi %%rong. fI was stated on the argument that the wi

nesunder examination ie the person wlio, as between plil
tiffs and <lefendauts, ie to interpxret the contract. Ire mi
be, asked what he did in reference to the work done or oanJ
tcd, or what .he said to plaintiffs lu reference to the contra
or work doue or to bc doue. It ie objectonable to asic û
wituie8s the mieaning of any clause in the contrat; and st
iio(re objectionable to ask hlm, what a clause "was intend,
Lü mGSfln.>

Appeal dismised with cate to defendants in the caui


