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was flled. It, however, was stili objectedl to ýand plaintiff
inoved for a better affidavit.

A. Ogden, for the plaintiff's motion.

F. MeCarthy, for the defendatits, contra.

CAR~TWRIGHT, K.C., MAsTER :-The second -part of the
flrst sehedule shewing documents whbich de0endants objeet to
produce mentions two reports muade to their solicitor by their
dlaims agents. In the affidavit privilege is claimied because
"the reports were muade solely for the information of the
defendants' solicitor and is advice thereon and under a
reasonable apprehiension of an action or dlaim beinga~.

It was objected to this that it should have said that these
reports were muade aîter a special direction to that effect froin
tixe solicitor, and that a general order to that effeet was not
sufmcient to make such reports privleged. .No authority was~
cited for this proposition whichi seerus to go further than any
decided case. The decision in the analogous case of Swissl<znd
v. Grand TrunIk Rw. Co., 3 0. W. N. 960, seems to aprove of

case. Sec P. 962.
The second schediile shewing documents at one time ini

defendanti' possession mentions only reports of the engineer
and con&uetor of the train on which the plaintiff's husband
was killed, "muade for the purpose of obtaining necessary
details for information of Board of I<ailway (Jommissioners
iuder sec. 292 of the llsilway Act and subsequently destroyed.»
Section 292 (2) says that the board " may declare any su<ch
information so given to be privileged." There is nothing in
the ruaterial to shew il any sueh declaration either general or


