
differences of opinion on the part Of the Judgcs before wh(the question has coame, and that the construction of tsection is, as affecting other than the parties to this ii1tion, a matter of pu-blic intercst, a further appeal shouldand is allowe(i upon secu.rity being given. (2osts of mocti1ýo be in the appeal.

LindseY & Wadsworth5Trno slctr frpilt
Beatty, Býlaeks3tock, Torto, soliwcitor &o laiiT

ronto, solieitors for defendants'hawk,& ide,

JANTJARY 30T.9, 190
COURT 0F APEAL.

MCIÇENZIE v. MclAUJILIN.
Le,,,7ec to _11pea,_pecial cr~an

8 -Dicvr~Mfd 5

iM'otion by plaintiff for leave to appeal f rom order ofDi'visionai Court, antle, P. 58.
I. F- Ilellmuth, for plaintiff.
G. F. Shepley, K,,.C., for defendant.
At the conclusion of the argument the Court(A OUC.J.O., OSLER, MACLENNAN, MOSS, LISTER, JJ.A.)-I[e67that this was flot a case of character or importance wr&Iing the granting of special leave to appeal; that no real halror prejudice would arise to plaintiff by his answeriilg tl'Lquestîons; and that the constanit practico- is to amnid thedefence accord ing to what is brouiglt out on cxami1rtlÛflfor discovcry. Motion disrnisscd( with costs,

IIOBILRTSON, , J. 
JANUARY 3lST, 102

CHAMBERS.

HUNT v. ROBINS.
Judffwtent DetrErmfain k ,lU Away wit1h ProPelteUom

)mittal-Ruile D07.
MetrpoltanLoain, etc., Co. v. Maraî, 8 P. IR. at P-followed.

Motionl b", plainitiff to commuit deofeiidant Alson, IZ1biurlider Ruile 19f07.

lefendant Alsen


