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MBON V. RÂILWÂY PASSENGERS ASSURANCE CO. (No. 2)-
MÀSTER IN CHÂIoeERS-MÀ&Y 6.

reovery-Ezaminatîon, of Plain tiff-Action on Lif c Insiur-
oUicy-lssue as to Âge of Âssured-Prodttction of Marri-

prtifcate-Relevonc!-Affidavit on Prod'uction.-In this
on a life insurance policy, one of the defences was that

e of the a&sured was incorrectly given. On the examina-
f the~ plaintiff for discovery, he was interrogated on thia
and was asked to produce the marriage eertificate of his

r, the. assured. No sucli document was mentioned. in the
iff's affidavit on production, and his counsel objected to
questions as being an attempt to, cross-examine on the
rit on production. The plaintiff did flot say whether lie
or not; but stated that he was informed that the marriage

dlace at Belileville, Ontario, in what year lie could not say.
tted facts as to bis own birth and that of hia eider brother,
would agree wîth 1864 as the date of the marriage. lie

,r stated that lie had no 'record of bis mother's age, and
ill bis inquiries on the point had been fruitiesa. Hie was
.aked again as to the marriage tertificate, and the objection
counsel was again made and sustained by tIie examiner.
efendants moved for an order requiring the plaintiff to

ýr the questions, and to produce the marriage certiicate
n referred to, and to make a furtiier affidavit on produe-

T'he Master said that it -%as to be observed that the
Ïf had never admitted that lie had at any time any marri-
ertileate of his parents. It was, therefore, clear that the
n, uo far as it asked for a further affidavit, was made too

(The Master referred to Standard Trading Co. v. Bey-
1 «.WR 650.) Counsel for the defendants atated that

à willing to accept the statement of the plaintiff's solieîtors
>wbether there was a marriage certificate in existence, and
~plintiff hadseen itor had had it in hi5P pseion. The
ýr said that the defendants were entitled to this, on the
id that the truc age of the assured was in issue, and tlie
iction of the certifleate might enable the defendants to
a conclusive evidence on this point. (Sec Attorney-Gen-
?. Gaskell, 20 Ch. D). 528, cited in Bray, p. 112.) This was
ýore important as the plaintiff admitted that, a month before

e lh iin other said, "I1 arn about sixty-four. " One of the
tosof the. poliey was that the sssured was on1 theý 1lth

[, 111, not sixty-two. If the solicitors were flot able to give
ýnomtion, there muet b. further examination before the


