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Pladisgf-Parlic ubars- ('oum n aim - b ave ta fj~i
Exmiatonfor Dicvy1 Motion byý dofon<lants for par-

liculars of re)ly v ad for loave thcreafter to rioin therelo, ani
that plaittspead to difendants' eounterelaini. The faets as
set out Ili the ledgsare -as foilows. By agreement made in
April, 1910, plaintifrs unri(itffok to do certain work for the coni-
miissioner: to their satisf;iution and thatt of their eleetrical engin-
er for the finie being -the( work to ho ýomnpleted( in six inonmths-
for whîchi plainitifls file to bepi $25,145[-tIxat sneh payaviient
wals cond1(itionial as to ailounlt on thecrifwt of the nier
whose devision as to) anyi question arising- on th(, mreeluemnt was
to be. final-t-hat if the works Ii question were, fot opledby
28th Oc(tobeir, 1910, the, plintitls, were to deutfroin the con-
tract pri $100 a dla a' v iudae aaîage until the final vom-

pletion of the comtraoet-and thait by realson thoreof, insteadat of
pflaintiffs being vintit1vd to i>50 and initereat f romn Tht Maroh,
1911, as set out in the stateinenit of oaiimi, they ' aLve I>eon over-
pidf and] defendants vonterelaimi for this thiough flot stating
anyv amlouint. It is also saidj that no cevrtifleateý has bein (given by
the engineer. The rpyois issuie to the allegations con-
tained in the statemlent of defence anud puiis the dIefend(ants to
the proof teef"If fuirtherý say s that thc d1ela'y 'i coiînple-
tion of their e-ontract was raisedl by 'a1reo! defvendan lts tW
do the- p)relimiinary work required" for that, puirpose(-thaýt the

refuisai of the engcineer to grive the flesaycertificate was
fraudulent andl fnr colluision with the> defendants-t-hat de-
fendiiants suffered no damage by te delay in thie coin-.
pletion of thei work and in ainy case "'by their actio)n"
waîved their ri,,hIt to enforce the above ie'ntioned penialty or
to insist ou the engineer's certifleate, Particulars are asked as
to the prelimiinary work referred to in the reply-of the fraud
and collusive refusai of the engineer to give his certificate, sud
of the acte whereby the defendiants waived thevir right to require
such certificate, or enforce flhe penalty of $100 a day. The
Master, after stating the facts as above, said that the issues be-
tweeu the parties seemned sufflciently set out li the pleadinigi,
even if the atatement of defence, as well as the reply are some.
what uxiusual iu fcrmn, and that it scarcely seemed necessaryý W

make the reply a formnai defence Wo the defendants' couintierclaim,
but it coxu1d b. doue if thouiglt safer te do, so. As to the p)artieu-

lare, he said that they could probably be obtained on examina-


