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.RR1NS (LIMITED) v. AIIiOMA TUBE WOI1KS
(L1MITED).

Pcouvsîi-lxaiaino /i of 1/vq Cuprai~

Ri 4S9 (a).

Motion 1- pJaintiff for leave to xamnie for d1îýcoNut'rv,
PhiiladeIihi, unte John S. Frutcmina, a direclor ,f thu
enudant corporation.

C. A. Moss, for plaintiffs.

WV. E. -Middleton, for defendants.

TEE-- )[ASTElR.-The motion mas reitdon two grounds.
eflrst mas. that Mr. Freemlan was only apriioa

ector of the defendant eomnpany, ý which %%as incorporated
Jer R. S. 0. 1897 eh. 191, hbv letters p)atenit dlated 3Oth
cember, 1902, but tliat no Steps liad bven taken " for
,anizinig the companay for commnvieneent of business."

To this; it was replied tliat Suc. 411 of the above .Xct ý al
licient answer. It provides that "thie persons named ai,
>iional directors in the special Act, or in 11w' llttrs
~ent, sha11 he 1be directors of the comipanY untîli replaeed
others duly elected iii their stcd"With that co)ntenu

ti 1 agree.

The scond( grotind of opposition w-as, that thiere i> no
)vision iu the RIlles for the exarnination for d1iseovor v of
otfiker of a focgvorporation, whio is Iimiiif risidenit

of thle jurisdlictin. The argumeont was deýveloped1 in
way following. lu the- Rles, at p. 65, wo find that

ipter Vil. is headed " Diseoveryý.» This is tlien sub-

1. Rxamxination, for Discovery (139-462).

2. Production and Inspection of Documents (6-7)

3. Mliscellaneotis (475-477).

It was argued that ail the, provisionsý foixaiato
*discoverY are fo be found under the, First bhed


