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Where a plaintiff had conscientiously tried to effect service of
a writ or claim form within the time limit but that service had
been ineflective, the court would exercise its discretion to
grant an extension of time for service.

Mr Justice Colman so held in the Commercial Court of the
Queen’s Bench Division when

(1) allowing an application by the defendants, C. W. Rome
and 109 others, all insurers, for (a) a declaration under rule
11.1(b) of the Civil Procedure Rules that the service of a writ
by the plaintifts, Amerada Hess and others. a North Sca oil
and gas consortium, on the defendants was ineffective and (b)
an order setting aside service on the ground that it was not
effected within the period of validity of service:

(1) dismissing a counter-application by the plaintiffs under
rule 3.10 for an order remedying any error in service,
including service after expiration of validity of the writ and

(i) allowing an application by the plaintiffs under Order
20, rule 5(3) of the Rules of the Supreme Court for
permission to amend the poiuts of claim after expiry of the
limitation period.

Mr Christopher Butcher for the plaintiffs; Mr Steven Berry
for the defendants.

MR JUSTICE COQLMAN said that while service could be
effected on a company under section 725(1) of the
Companies Act 1985 by leaving the writ at or sending it by
post to the company’s registered office. where there were
managing agents who did not exercise their discretionary
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for service by reference to the considerations in rule 7.6(3;.
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On an application {or permission to amend a claim out oof A
time under Order 20, rule 3(3) of the Rules of the Supreme S
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action in tespect of which relief was already claimed in the
action, the additional facts permitted were confined to those
directly and closely connected with and anciliary to the facts
originaily relied on.
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