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no delay would be imposed on the plaintiff. As the cause wa]
issue, the trial might take place, if the parties should bie reý
some time this month. Costs of the motion to be in the ca
F'eatherston Aylesworth, for the defendants. H. Howitt, for
plaintiff.

SCROPIELD-IIOLDEN V. 4jrrY or ýToRtox(-MASTE IN Cnu.uoe&
APxuL 4.

Discovery-Ezmînaion of Officer of De! endalt Corpora
-A PPOintment for, «fter Trial Begtsn and Acjourwd-Pret
Exam4inatî<n of two Officer-Undertakîng te Produc Co,
pondence.J-The trial of this action, together with a cognate
Of RÎckeY v. the saute defendallts, was begun on the 3rd MuNl
1913, and continued on the three following days. The trial
then adjourned until the 28th April, 1913, in order to have
Hlarbour CommissiÎoners of the City of Toronto added a.s d4
dants. -A formai order was made by the trial Judge, whieh i
lie eonsidered to have made ail neessary provisions and d
tiOns 80 that the trial could go on at the appointed tine.
mention was niade in the order of any further examinatio,
discevery by either party. But, on the 31at Marci, the p
tiffs toOk Out an appointment for the examination of an oi
of the defendants. The defendants moved. te set this agiqj
being issued without ',author.ity. The Master said. that i
cases 'ere, no, doubt of grat importance te the plaintiffs
that did not authorise any deviation. front the practice.
.only decision on the point was iii Wade v. Tellier, 13 0.1
1132, whieh seemed precisely in point Asw'as pointed out t
in Clarke v. Rutherford, 1 O.L.R. 275, it 'vas apparently a=
that an exaniination* for discovery'must precede the trial.
this seenied te foflow frozu the ground of the proeeeding ii
which is te enahle the examining party to, prepare for the 1
Once this lias begun, there can be no examinatio, witbou
order being had for that purpose. HIere, if deenied noes
such a terin should have been applied for at the adjourmit
and the order then made mius bie deemed te have contai,
that either party wus entitled to. In Standard Trading C
Seybold, 6 O.L.M. 379, at p. 380, in a case where there bad
a postponemnent of the trial, it was said, "Then was the
when ail ternis . . . shouid have been discuased:" per (:
J.A. The motion waa, therefore, entitled te prevail, espft
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