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being served with an appointment issued by one of- the
special exaininers of the Court do attend before sucli ex-
aineýr and do submit to ble cxanîincd upon oath by or on
behaif of thec plaintiff as to the names and residences of
fte slîareho1ders in thle defendant corporation, the amount
and part iculars of stoek held or owned by each stockholder,
and the amount paid thereon and as to what (lebts are
owing to the defendant corporation and as to the esta.te
and etrcts of thc defendant corporation lind as to the dis-
posai mnade by if of any property since contracfing the debt
or fiabilitv in respect of which judgment lias been obtaîned

lyt lite plainîf in ibis action.''
C. A. Miistcn, K.C.., for the plaintiff.
E. R, Rleynolds, in persan.

lION. MW. J USTICE SU-iIIERLAND):-On1 the motion it
w a- co îededon I)liaITf of the plaintiffs ini the action thaf

the, examination of Rleynolds was intended, uinder the said
ordeýr, to be as wide as in the case of an officer of the de-
fendant corporation.

Mr. eyodw-ho appeared in persan, contended for
a erY, -tvici ,onîstruction of the terms of thec ordcr which
hae said mas made under Rule 910. lHe seemed in rallier
contend thiat the order as drafted had gene farther than if
should have gone or was intended. By a reference ta para-
grapli 2 already quoted, it would semr to have been made
under the provisions of Rute 910, but when Rule 902 is re-
ferred ta, the remaining part of said paragraph 2 secms io
have been drawn sa as tn make tlic order applicable under
that section aise.

J ws of recrred b 'v eifher counisel ta any written
judgxnenqlt cf li he)ivisional Court. It appears that the

r l'os or flic judgmenf were delivered orally atic fh ime.
A w- rit ten juidgrient was, however, handed-down lafer, which.
contains the following stafement: We agree with the judg-
mien in review tbaf a îirector is an offleer who mnay lie ex-
arnined under the provisions of C. R. 902. Yf there could
bie any possible doubt as fa fthc correetness of tbis, the case
is one in whieh an order miglit well lie made for examina-
f ion underi C. IR. 910."

If se'enis ta nie thaf the plain intention cf flie order of
flie Iivis;ional Court w-as that Rleynolds should lie examined
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