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1Stewart was also under some misapprehension as te my
S as to these letters. When I reserved judgment upon
ieion as to whether they could be read on the motion, 1
emd to allow them to bc put in or read, and said that, if I
d them t~o be read, I should .hear counsel further. Hie seemR
Ak that 1 was to hear further argument if the letters were
-d-ýbut is wroug as to this.
rntertain the widest possible view as te grauting amendl.
geuerally, but I do not think that I should grant au

[ment when what is souglit ia te set up something which ia
ewer to the action, merely to allow an inquiry as to corn-
ationa between solicitor and client.
âat is eharged is net fraud as to the eontract. Lt is denied
liere ever was any eontract, but fraud in the bringing of au
7which, the plainti& knows, ought to fail, and must fail if

uth is t'old. What îs souglit la not discovery of the facts
ircumstaaices surrounding the contract, but of some cor-
idence between the solicitor and has client years after the
d eentract, from which it will be shewn or argued that the
ice of the client and of his solicitor la untrue.
1 this may perhaps be gone into at the trial, but it is an
that eanmnot be raised upon the pleadings. The issue in
-tion ia eontraet or no contraet, and not the bona fides of
aintiff in bringing ths action.
this is not the rule, in any accident case based on negli.
the plaintif! may have production of the confidential re-
in the possession of the railway coinpany by the simple
of allegîng that the defendint company and their souîci-

7eil kuew that there was negligence, but fraudulently con-
to plead "not guilty," and to suppress the evidence in

~ls motion should, I think, be dismissed with costs to the
Jiff in any event,


