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graph of the statement of defence. By the ternis of thi
Mr. Craig was not to aet as manager beyond the 27th 1
ber, 1906, without the leave of the Court. Th~le reas<rn 1
limnitation doubtless was because ail parties were lookii
ward to a speedy re-organisation o! the company with
erease of capitail, and the application for a receiver was
nature of a protective step while sueli reorganisation v
ing on. The reorganisation, however, appears to have
either failed or been postponed, because the reeeiversh
managership were both continued by the subsequent
referred to by Britton, J.

So far as appears, the first intimation given to the
ants by the receiver and manager o! his appolutinent
contained in Mr. Craig's letter dated the 3rd November
iu answer to the defendants' letter dated the 31st Octobei
in which they say they had seen in the newspapers an inti
that a receiver had been appoiuted. In that letter thi
say: "What does this mean? 'Will you let us hear frc
about it? I suppose there is no likelihood of the mill beir
down, as that would seem the sat thing to do. 'When '
discussed the matter, I thiuk you were hopeful of getting
siderable amount of money from London, on which you
have to pay interest? Bas that niaterialised?" Iu bis
Mr. Crpig said the appoin'tment was muade on a friendly
cation, for the purpose of carrying ont the reorganisatio
that thre 1wss "not only no likelihood of the milis bein
dowin, but iu this appointruent every assurance that tl
will be ran.

'The d.eedarrts were, therefore, plainly aware, almoé
th &snt day. .that the vsaiur company affairs hsd psssed ii
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