
,h deposition was not in fact signed by the Judge or per-
i purp)ortîing te have signed the saie."1

W. J. Treemear, for prisoner.

Frank Ford, for the Orown.

The judgment of the, Court (OSLER, M-4CLENNAN, Moss,
,aROwý, JJ.A.) was delivered by

OsLEiaR, J.A.-The cross-e-xainiation neyer was ini faci
npleted. It had been interruiptud at the inost criical and
portant stage of it, and the wtcsand aicusc(, werv
eer b)rouight face to face toýgethe(lr again. The ngtrt
,st irr-gujlarly obtai *ned the signature of the witness tri Ilir
ýoxnpiete deposition, in the bsceof thev prisoiner, aiid
erwards, on this incomplete depoisitien, thie witnes., not
ng presunt, committed him for triai. It Is imipossible te
r that the prisoner's counsel, not; to say the prisoner hiu-
fever had a f ull opportunity of cross-exaiing thu wit-

sa. Therc is ne pretence for say.ing that hie waivved it.
en if the inquiry had closed on the first day, the doposît ion

~Isdon its face that there had net been a'fuli opportuuiity
eross-exaniiniing the witness, as the iagistrate interfered
Ili the counisel and prevented questions being asked whiich,
wever painful te ail .parties concernied, were enitireiy per-
ent and neeessary te elucidlate the vital point of the de-
,ce. The deposition vas, therefore, not properly received
evidence, and, as there was no ether evidence on which the
ivietien could be supported, it mnust be set aside and the
soner di8charged.

JqCHESTER, MASTER. SEPTEMBER 18TIL 1902.
CHAMBERS.

GLOBE PIIINTING 00. v. SU7THERLAN».

nmtry~ Judgmeiit-Ritte 603-Liabilty of ritFa4~ t
Fact on Correfflftr>we, Âffldat, and DeposiUo.

Motion by plainiffs for sumnxary judgment under Ruile
Sini an action te recever the anieunt of an advertising ac-

Lnt. The defendants did net dispute the amount, but their
)3ity. They ivere brokers, and the advertisements pub-
i.d by the plaintiffs were in cennectien with the floating-
thue Atlantic Pull) and IPaper Company, upen whonm, or
)n the Poole Publishing Comnpany, the liability was al-
ed to le. A statement of ùdaim had (by mistake of a clerk
,fe plaintiffs' solicitors) been delivered by plaintifsb before


