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With Mr. Bryden, I visited tﬂn Soclety's Solicitors
2 - o £ 32 o~ " & 7
in order to discuss the procedure to be followed by the

Soclety in dealing with the Solicitors on each side
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A general outline of the case was i hed by
Mr. Bryden te Mr. Roderick Garrett, to whom it was exuléined
that the Soclety's desire was to preserve . '
attitude of impartiality, noty 1L§F° tanding the e lety's
interest was naturally closel¥y iddent Mfied wi '
the owners.
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Sinc 1t had already been agreed to accept
allow the Su Y - 1c erned to complsete a QWCfulor
from the own S ie] i 28 desired
whether fn same degre ) CO—OJV“”ulOT 1
be accord he other side, who had alr
their 1ﬂ+emt]3n of issuing subpoenas to Mr.
the Survevyors Pono@wxed,and Mr. Algate who would
to produce documents in Court.
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It was pointed out to
connection, that the owners had,
a natural privilege by virtue of
to access to information contains

the same informetion c
ovners' consent is ne
ractice of the Society.
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Mr. Garrett considered that there was no oblisation
on the Oﬂ7etv to volunteer any mors assistance to the
dep noaﬂtfs Solicitors than was asked for by them but, in
general, thought it desirable,when providing onse ta?tv *o
a legal issue with information,to reserve in writing th

right to act similarly towards their opponents.
'he papers were left with Mr. Garrett as
to read thesebefore confirming his verbally expressed opinion.

In consequence of this d: ussion, 1t was arnt

that evidence in the form of affidavit
acceptable in normal olrﬂnmctanCWL,

witnesses are available,
of the Court.

ubpoena does not )
to inbterview tuﬁ
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the
thelr case.
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that, while the Soclety is fully entitled to decline

to allow its Surveyors to participate in pre-hearing

interviews with Solicitors, it is equally entitled

to authorise such interviews 1f the circumstances are

considered to warrant them. For this reason it would

be unwise to define general procedure too precisely
leaving the ethics and L“C”thanb of individual

58 to dictate the cour3e TcC D
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