: iscovery 1

questions the Proceeding by examination fol: d;sljed fro

eing abused ; that upon the whole the order gpfzn dant 00%
should he varied hy confining it to requiring tehe nature @
to re-attenq gnq Submit to be examined as fo half ©

° agreements ywhjg, ere entered into on bethat if the
Promotion Syndicate it} the companies ; but ot ‘defend-
Plaintiff takeg Dothing by the further examination musg
A5 Ook o soek, of such further exammatlﬁ? not to be
borne by plaintif ; that defendant Ryckman oug agreemeﬂts
required o answer as to the contents of the t houn
made by the Promoters. Tf i writing he is 1(110 cing them
Produce them anq if he is privileged from nrodu Costs ©

€ cannot he interrogated as to their conten’cs.ed to Bray
appeal and heloy to be in the action. He referr & W. 608
. °n Discovery, P- 429, and Davies v. WafeI’S,‘g' M. for plain-
' Murphy, Sale, & O’Connor, Windsor, solicitors
ff

ts
. £ ndan
Byekman, Kirlpatricy, g Kerr, solicitors for defe

Cox ang Ryckman, .

Brrrron, J. Janvary 9ra, 1907
Thot.
BARR v. BIgp, o
Fraud—p StoppelsPatent~Re.gistmtion~M ortgage —

:on of
; ion 0
Action trieq at Rat Portage, to compe] the r.egmﬂ;itesta 4
a patent of mining locatjop McA. 163, Rainy Rlver’ttmg an
lish 4 mortgage againgt it, and for damages for cu
Témoving timper, o, Wi
The plaintiff tent g5 4 defendant C. A. Farne
Tepresented that defendant R, S. Spence owned Subse-
tion, and that the patent t, him would soon 1ssu§- interes
Quently (. A. Spence Procured an assignment of t ece for @
of R. 8, Spence, and the patent issued to (), e ill, not
half interest, 1, other half going to D. & E. Coxw o an
parties to the action, Plaintife registered the mortgag  this
& caution in the Jogq] Land Titles office and commenc
action,

rtage
G. F. Shepley, K.C, and T. R. Ferguson, Rat Portag
for plaintiff, ofen-

- A. Masten and W, B, Towers, Rat Portage, for det
dant Bird,

A;
BRITTON, J.-Held, upon the facts, that defendf}nt ?'t e
Spence wag estopped from setting up hig ownership ol




