
two and three o'clock in the afternoon, two of the defendants
having been examined, the third being under examnination,
and the fourth, this defendant, stili waiting to be examined,
Objection was made by counsel for defendants to the presence
Of one Peter Camnpbell at the exainination, and, the examiner
refusing to exelude him, counsel for defendants refused to
proceed, and lie and the defendant under exainination left
the rooîn, and being joined by this defendant, al[ lef t the
Court houge. Unider these cjrcumstances, the defendant
MacTavisîî was properly ordered tQ attend for examination
at bis own expense. Appeal dismissed with costs.

Wl-IÎESTER, MASTiI. FEI131»uÂRY 19TIu, 1903.
CHAMB3ERS.

LIDDIARD v. TORONTO R1. W. C0.
Partkesîider of Jlaintiffs-Distifltt Causes of Ac/ion-fljuries

leeceived 1, .Sain 'oll/isiofli- A ddilig Plaiitiff

Motion by plaintiff to add bis infant son as a co-plaintiff.
Tho action was brougrht for damnages for persoflal înJury to

plînif ad for injuùry to his horse and waggon by the
flegligence of the servants of defendants iii running an elec-
trie Par into and colliding*with plaintiff and bis hiorse and
Wa'gg"On. The plaintitl's son was with his father on the

,agon, and it was said that lie received serious injury.
J. E. Cook, for plaintiff.
J. W. Bain, for defendants, contended that the son had

adistinct cause of action, if any.
tuEl' MASTER.-Ru1e 206 is to, be read in connection with

Rtule 185: Edwards v. Lowther, 21 W. R. 434 ; Smnith v.
Hakseltine, W. N. 1875, p. 250; Long, v. Crossley, 13 Ch. D.

38.Thý facts stated show tijat the right to the relief
08led arose out of the same transaction or occurrence, and
that, there is a coin mon question of fact or law, and the case
Îs "Withiu Rule 185 : Stroud v. Lawson, [1898] 2 Q. 1B. 44;
Universities of Oxford and Cambridge v. Gi, [1899] 1
Ch. 55 ; Walters V. Green. [,1899] 2, Ch. 696. Order nmade as

asked upon filing the consent of the proposed plaintiff and
hi8 father as next friend. Costs of application and amend-
nient to defendants in any event.

MACÂuNj. FEBRUAI{Y l9th, 1903.

UENEY v. OTTAWA TRUST & DEPOSIT CO. et
Af*-94e-4cio j Enf,,rce-~Defence-cotiatdratgUr~Ac~

anmr of other Securty- Reservation of ihS~net*f
Action bY oexecutors of will of John Ileney ,gllinst the


