
The judgment of the Court (MEREDVrnH. C.J., NM-

,MmioN, J., LoUNT, J.,) was dliýV1rd bvY

MEREDITH, C.J. :-he appe('llant hadld 11n( aMýffidIa\it
as t'O daumcnts suficienit to satisf ' the orduir on production.
Sonie mionths afterwards lie wa, cxamlincid for dicvrand
wa, inteýrrogated as to blis; having cxctdacrtido-
nient, reerdto as exhbibit 6, uipon whichte p1aýiintifflr
for the pur-pose of ostab1ýlishig their ae.S far fromter
boeingý anyi adissio'n l)y the app)ell9nt Ilth] li hd u\ver had in
bis poSssession Or then h'lad siulh a documnt, ccodî ta Ili,
recoilction ais th(en statdI lie neyer sied amy suli doi-umentl.
Jii those iremtne it appears Io uis thiat no case wa;s imade
for reqiing the aippellant to inakeî a further ni hettor affi-
diavit on1 production.

The, affldavit, as 1 have said, was a suffic it -oiplianco
with ft1w ordler. and. unlesis it Wosý shwI, cthr joq dlocul-
mients wili werc produccd by the appllai w i ricftrrud
taý othier documents which 'wcre vnt proc4wd. orl fromn is
iidxnissions, that h liad other documenits, a furthei(r and hetter
nfl'idavit on production ought not, aüeoardiiug t(a tlic ratie
ta have bueen required to be maitde. (ottiouliatter can11-
n)ot be, used for the purpose of obtaining au affidavit of thiai
lçind, nor ean a party be cross-cxainied uipon liis affidavit on
production; and, as was deterniiinel 1b. mr. justiWe Mass, !l
orie of the cases refcrred to (Diyden v. rmt.1 P. R. iO
17' Oce. N1. 262), the opposite party mayiii not iindirecil, byv 1
ineans of an exarnination for dicvrdo that ]wcl lixay
not dIo directly,-o.ross-exainie upon an ýifIidavit on piroduci(-
tion.

As to the other part of the order, that requiiring, thle appel-
lant ta attend for f urtlier examinatio-n, we dIo nat seu liow it
con hc, supported. The respondents diiberately cosv thevir
exainination, and no case was mnade, either uipon thie notice of
motion or upon the material, heforethe learned Jug.for
direeting further attendane,-if it ho witliini the power of the
Court ta canupel a party who has onceattnde for- examina-
~tion and made sufficient answer taO sueli questions as wer-e pat
to him,. ta attend again, whicli was disputed by Mr. M(ýCarthy,
and as ta which we say nothing.

We think, tlierefore, that the order of the learned Chan-
~cellor must be reversed, with costs liere and below to tlie ap-
~pellant in any event of the action.


