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evant to the case as presented on the pleadings. The
said that the defendants were charged with having know-
,hîch they were bound to diselose to the other members
company, and, without having done so, wvith making

mta of ahares ut a price infinitely "below their proper
and without any authority to do so. The point for deci-

w waa only whether inspection would be of assistance
WIantiff as to any of these alleged facts. The facts of the

m'y of the vein in October and of its probable value at
mie were not in dispute. But, if it wvas necessary to shew
e defendants k'new the value in October, this could not
ý y ahewing the present value and conditionl of the mine.
fendant Lyman, the mine manager, being examined for
ry, said that one cannot judge the future in mining; that
waya uncertain how a vein wviIl hold out; that "at pre-
e mine is paying handsomely." lie also said: "At no
ave we eut the vein ini a better place. . . . At ne
iv. we eut that vein with snch an encouraging appear-

This defendant had been in charge since the lat July,
a there when the ricli vein ivas struck on the lOth or llth
r. Ris was the hest evîdence obtainable on this point;
r more cegent than anything that could be said by any
iting the mine now for the first time. Motion dismissed;
L the cause. T. P. Gaît, K.C., for the plaintiff. Feather-
yloeworth, for the defendants.

TMC BEDDING CO. V. GUROFSKY-MASTER IN CH,,AMD'RS-
MA:y 1.

covery-Prdttction of Doctiments-Motion for Better
Pit-Product:«on Sou ght of Documents not Relevant to Case
on Pleadings-Leave to Arnend-Fîtrther Discovery-
-By the sta.tement of cleim the plaintiffs alleged that the
ant agreed te obtain insurance for the plaintiffs, and
td to threm policies aggregating $3,600; that the necessary
» pay premiuîns were given to the defendant, who did
y them; that, in consequence, the policies were cancelled;
wo days thereafter, the plaintiffs suffered loss -by fire of
$3,000; which the defendant was, therefore, called on te

Fb.e statement of defence was, briefly, that the policies in
Mn were plaeed through the Insurance Brokerage and Gon-
g Company Limited, as the defendant had teld the plain-
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