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ant,, and to meet the. contention that what was done waýs for the
piaintiff's own good.

Tiie contention that the ruling of the trial Judge as to the
admnission in evidence of the examination for discovery of the
defendant Spratt was erroneojus, was not w.41l-founded. Unde
Rule 330, a part of the examination having been reail by coun-ýP
for the plaintiff, it was not comipetenit for counisel for the defend...
ait-s Wo insist that the whole examination, so far as it relateci te
a conviersation tii. defendant Spratt had with Dr. Gibýson, siiould
be readt--counsel should have pointed out the parts wieh lie
desired o hiave read.

TFic. damages were large: but, if the Jury agreedf with the. con-
tention of the plaintiff that the defendaxits wýere flot acting ini goqd
faith, the danmages w-ere not so large as te 'warrant the Court in
interfering. 'lhle Jury was a special juiry selected by the partie.

No objection wa)s made Wo the damages becin1g separately
Asse.If there had bieen an objection, it should flot have pre-

vuiled: Mcenv. Vokes (1914), 7 (WN.450. 'l'ie dictui Of
Lord Atkinsonii i London Association for Protection of 'Irade '..
Greenlands Liinited, [19161 2 A.C. 1,5, at pp. 32 and 33, dlisaehte4
froi.

The. appeul of the twp defendant corporations should 1b,
al lowed without vosts and the action as against themii be disii ised
witiiout. cos; and the appeals of the defendants Spratt, Regi's,
and Phelan should b. disise with costs.

MACLAMiN, MMi;and 1{oix(iixs, MJ. A., agreed wvith Ma.
uriTU, CJ

Ft$0U80;N, J. A., for ressens stated in writing, *was of opinion
that the, appeals of ali the. appealing defendants should li. dis-
missed with costm.

Judgmeinit as staled by the CefJusmic.


