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45, 68, 69, 100, 101, 102, 112. In answer to question
plaintiff declined (apart from counsel’s advice) to St
knowledge he had obtained since the action began, ©
was got from his solicitor. The Master said that here thB
tiff was wrong, unless the information was obtained *
solicitor on the plaintiff’s instructions and for the PU P
this action. That was not made clear. For all that £
the solicitor might have told the plaintiff very importa®
that he had become aware of long before this actior ;
menced. This point was, therefore, open to further
the defendants so desired. Order made permitting ®
ants, if so advised, to take out another appointment 11
way and have further examination and pursue qUeEC
they desire to do so. Motion otherwise dismissed,
the plaintiff in the cause. R. C. H. Cassels, for the d°
A. M. Stewart, for the plaintiff.

WaLL v. Dominion CANNERS Co.—MASTER IN c

JaN., 25.

Pleading — Statement of Claim — Motion .
Portion — Irrelevancy — Embarrassment.]—Motom
fendant company to reopen the order. pronout
motion made by the defendant ecompany 11 o
particulars, ete., of the statement of elaim.
Re-argument was permitted, and was confin ::“
“paragraph 6 referred to in the note, at p. 215’. :
of the page. The Master said that he had FEC
matter in the light of what he said in anavan
O.W.R. 325. That, however, was to be rﬂ‘d
the facts of the case, as laid down in the Ju ik 00
Leathem, [1901] A.C. at p. 506. There
qualify what was said in the Canavan ¢ase; ‘:‘ol:ﬂ’
of paragraph 6 now in question was 1o o
of allowing diseovery to the extent feared OF ?
defendant company ; and there was no _Sias
opinion on that ground, especially a8 gl
on the previous decision and 0 ed the to
“ directed. The Master, therﬂefore;p‘nyﬁfwd ‘
but gave leave to the plaintiff com '
of an appeal, costs of this motion 0 be ‘&m
event, and costs of the appeal to “;. ofen
the appeal. F. R. MaecKelean, for

Frank MeCarthy, for the plaintiff.




