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Appeal from order of the Unsted States Distnct Southern Dharict of Mew York (Robert W. Sweet, Judge) quashing subpoenas and
derying mobon 0 eaforoe subpoenes. Afler 1 1ext, legpslstive hismory and purpose of 28 U.5.C. § 1782, the statule under wiich the
drstmict court mutally muthoresd the court conchuded that the statute: does nol extend 1o privale commercial arbitration
m&m#hﬂ..ﬁ@ nok constitute & "foreign or micrnational tibunal™ es that torm = wsed in § 1782,
@ Frank H Wohl, Lankler Siffert & Wobl, New York, NY (Harold E.
Schimkm, Lankler Siffert & Wohl, Sasan E. Weiner, Natsonal
. Broadeasiing Company, Inc., New York WY, of coummel), for
Appeilants.
@ Alan H Kaufman, Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue, New York, NY and
@ William €. Fredericks, Milberg Weiss
Bershad Hynes & Lerach LLP, New York, NY (E. Michael Bradley

and Mark 5. Mandel, Jones, Dy, Reavis & Pogue, Yocheved Coben
and David Groensiein, Wachiell, Lipton, Rosen & Katz, New York,
WY, Keith M. Fleaschman, Milberg Weiss Bershad Hynes & Lerach
LLP, of coumsed), for Appeilees.

Jomé A Cabrancs, Circuil Judge:

The question presenied 15 whether 8 commercial arbitration conducied 1n Mexioo inder the sispices ol the Inlemational Chamber of Commeree, a
United States
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rivale organtzation hesdquartered in France, i & "proceeding i & forcign or micmational tibunal” &5 those words ere used m 28 USC § 1782
#e hold that it is not.

*<ational Brosdoasting Company, Inc. and MBC Europe, Inc. (jointly, "NBC™), respondents in an arbitrstion procesding, m Mexsoo imitiaisd by ihe
Meacan ielevision brosdeasting company TV Arteca S A de C. V. ("Azicca”™), appeal from sn order of the Umted States District Court for ithe
Sousthern Dhstnct of Mew York (Robert W, Sweet, Judype) quashing subpoenas directed by NBC 0 Azioca’s investment bankers and advisors, Besr
Stearns & Co., Inc., Memll Lynch & Company, Salomon Brothers, Inc., SBC Warburg, Inc. and Violy Byorum & Partners (the *Third Parties”) and
iemving NBC s eross-motion 1o enforoe the subpocnes. The dustnct count quashed the subpoenss, conclhuding that 28 U S.C. § 1782, whach gives
lnated States courts the authonty (o onder testmmony or production of evidence for use *in & procesding o & foragn or mlemetonal tibunal,” does
rul apply 1o private commercial arbitration under the suspices of non-governmental organizations. fa re: The Application of National Broadeasting
Co., Mo, M-77, 1998 WL 19934 (SDNY. Jan 21, 1998). We affirm

I. Background

I 1994, NBC and Artecs, a then-privately-beld Mexican icdevision broadessting commpany, m-m-mmmmcm
provade Asiecs with programemng snd other services In ewchange, NHC s conpretsation inclided the optaon 1o pu up ko 1086 of Arieca’s
shares at any time before May 1957 socording (o e presel pricing formula. The agreement also provided that wonld e resolved Grougl
privaie commercial arbstration sdmimistered by the international Chamber of Commeroe ("ICC), & privale organization besed in Paria, France,
ICC niles and Mexican brw. Purporting 1o sct under the agreements, NBC on Apnl 3, 1 1 10 purchase 1% of Arieca’s shares. Om
28 1997, mmummmmmmumﬂﬂ wm-hﬁ:ﬂnm—nﬂ:
1994 agreement. On July 15, 1997, MBC filed its apswer, and on July 29, 1997, amended i ﬂﬁrﬂmmuw
MhmmmdNEuhpmnmhhﬂlﬁﬂm:ﬁuhmmchm
piher tings, that (i) Ariece had no plans to conduct an mitial public offering of mﬁgﬂﬂ,-ﬂ{ﬁ}m-“ihmd‘h
companyy” s shares was oot significantly above the contractually sgread exoncise prict. replhed that it never contemplsted & pablic offering or
mussinted the vahae of its shares themng the relevant time period. i

In anticipation of the ICC arbitration proceeding in Mexoco but prior 1o the sppoiiment of the arbitratson panel, NBC spplied ex parse, pursuant 1o
SBUSC. iIMHMMMM#WHHSEMMM?ﬂMEM“ﬂHMHm
document subpoenas on the six therd-party financial mstititons engaged By Arieca with regard o its [PO plans. On Aogust |, 1997, Judge Batts
granted the application, and NBC |ster served the subpoenas, wiiech demanded the production of documents besring on the timing of Asteca’s [PO
plans and the valasison of Actecs sheres. ‘Within & month, Azices and five of the therd-party fmsncial metiobons moved o quash the subposns,
NBC cross-moved 1o comps] compliance with them.

O Jenuiary 16, 1998, Hrﬂm;ﬂhmn#ﬁ:m end depied NHC's cross-motion, conchuding tha the term “foreign o
international tribunal® in 28 1U.S.C. § 1782, a satuty'aithonuang district courts 1o e discovery offorts i connection with proceedings before sk
Mhummmmmmmmw

1L DHscussion
"rﬂﬂhﬁﬂmlWHUSE § 1782 dr nove. See Evromepa, 5.A. v B, Exsverian, Inc., 154 F.3d 24, 26 (2d Cir.

1998Y, United Sixtes v. M“Iﬁj!_’ul 833, 834 (2d Cor. 1997) (per curinm), United Sictes v. Proyect, 389 F.2d 84, B7 (2d Cir ), cert.
demied, 510115, 823 (1993).

Orrdinanty, because MMnnmﬁmﬂ&:mthMMﬂnhmﬂhmhtg
AT&T Technologies, faesx)\ Workers of Am., 475 US. 643, 648 (1986) ("[A jriitration is & mater of contrect and & party cannot
be requzred 1o jon mxy dispute whach be has not agreed 30 w0 submut ") (miernal quotstion marks and citation omitted).

rican Arbitration Ass 'm, &4 F.3d 773, 776 (2d Ciz. 1995). If discovery were o be obtaned from the Thind Partics—aon
the arbitralion agrecment ot petue bere—the suthonty o compel tewr partierpation would heve 1o be found 10 8 source other
agreement. Thit source, WBC claims, s § 1782

A

Appelless firsd argue that § 1732, regardless of its mesning, s ool avalable 1o NBC becmise the Federal Arbwtration Act ("FAA"), 9US.C. §1 &
seg., which provides s rode for the federal courts i arbitration, is the exclusive means for obitaming evidence from non-parties in conmection with
private arbitration proceedings.

The FAA applies 1o private commercial arbitration conducied in this country, and it spplies also o arbirations m certam foreign countnes by virx
of legislation implementing the Convention on the Recognition end Enforcement of Foreign Arbetral Awsrds, June 10, 1958, 7 LLM. 1045
(mmplemented ot 9 U5.C. §§ 201-08) (the "New York Convention”), and the [nter-Amencan Convention on Imernational Commercial Arbitration,

United States
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Jen 30, 1975, 14 LLM 336 (mmplemented &2 9 11 5.C. §§301-07) (the "TAC"). The sabse principally provides for the enforeement of agreemenis
‘o wrbitrale, supplying judscnl ssmsance 1o faciliste arbwiration, and provading for confirmation, vacation, or modsfication of the arbitrators”
esuliting decisions. Section 7 of the FAA provides statulory suthonty for involang the powers of o federal district court o assist arbitradors in
obtsining evidence. Under this provision, erbitretors may subpoena witnesses and darect those witnesses. 1o bring masterial documentary evidence to

n arbitral hearing, if witneses fail 1o comply, the district court for the district m whach the arbatrators are sitting may compel complisnoe with such
awhpoenas. See IUSC §7.

[he methods for obtaming evidence under § 7 are more limited than those wnder

£ 1782 in two, end possibly three, wvs. First, § 7 expheitly confers suthonity only upon arbitrators; by necessary mmplicetion, the parties o &0
srbiration may not employ this provision 1o subpoens documents or witnesses See 9 US.C. §7; mmmummu‘mm 390 (4th
Cer. 19800 ("While an arbitrabion pane] may subpoena documents or witnesses, the htjgating partcs mwwﬁ?'}tﬂm
omitied), cited with approval in St Mary s Med Cer. of Evannville, Inc. v. Disco Alumimsn Prods. Co., 969 F.2d J'(Tth Cir. 1992); Beth
H. Friodman, The Preclusive Effect of Arbitral Determinations in Subsequent Federal Securities Lingation, 55 F Rev, 655, 672 & n. 126
lﬂ?]rﬂﬂﬂ:ummuhmum&umnnwmhpﬂmhh the advantage of
hiscovery. ") (footnoles omitied). Second, § 7 explicitly confers enforcement suthority anly upon the Mﬂh‘t ‘the district in which such
arbitradors, or & majonty of them, are sitting * Third, the express language of § 7 refers only 1o testimony be arhitrators and to material
ﬁﬂmﬂﬂﬁﬂ.nﬂuhﬂ*lﬂh:ﬂ:,hﬁhﬁmﬁhﬂ”.“qﬂqﬂrn”hnﬂh’l?”hmﬂdu
for compelling pre-heaning deposbons and pre-hearing document discovery, mﬂdﬁqﬁmmﬂuﬂﬂm&ulm
Iﬂgrl_'rh:.ﬂm.'r American Centernial Ins. Co, 885 F. Supp. 63, 72-73 (SDN.Y. 1995 {arbitrator may not rely on § 7 o obtain
from non-parties), with Sianion v. Paine Webber Jackson & Curtis, fnc )65 F. Supp. 1241, 124243 (3D, Fla. 1988) (§ 7
permits pre-hesring document production from non-partics), and Meadows fndem. Co. voNubwrg Ine. Co., 157 F.'FI'..D 42 45 (MDD, Teon. 1994)
’i?mumﬂhunnﬁmﬁmﬂmﬂm.h:qm“nmﬂp@mmhm

If the broader evidence-gathering mochanisms provided for in § |1 782 were Mhﬁ:ﬂmuﬂ_ﬁnﬂ-
provaie arbitral paneis, we would peed 1o dockde whether 9 USC § T cane Lhe two statutes would conflct. Bocause we
conclade instcad that § 1732 docs not apply to prococdmgs before privaie I wic need not resch this ssoe.

B
Submection 1 TR2(a), which contains the dispuled term, reads m rélevas! part as follows:

The district couart of the distnict in which »person ressdes or is found may order him o gree bis iestimony or stalement o o produoce
a documnent or other thing for use in & pricesding in & foreign or micrnational tribunsl, inchsding crimnal mvestigatons conducted

befiore formal sccusation. mw._wwu4mmmqmmh a forsign or inlcrnational
tribunal or upon the spplication of any interested person and may direct that the testimony or statement be given, or the document or
other thing be produced, befope s person appointed by the courl

S.C § 1782(a). Onr inguiry -yﬂtﬁthw of the siatute fself, and particularly the phrese “forcign or international tribunal * wioch
otheruise defined in the statie the term “forexgn or internstonal tribunel” i undefined, 1 3 © be given its ondinary or natursl
n:qﬁnfﬂﬂv..lﬁ:rr i1ws.m 476 (1554, In support of its posibon, NBC cilss numenous referencess (o privaie arbirabion pancls &
“tribumals” or mmmmmw acadermic writings, and even the Commemtaries of
Hilnckstone and Siory. mmqhmmmmhumm humﬁwﬂymﬁm

rintration pancls Cm the other hand, the fact that the term "foregn of miernational rbamals” 13 broad enough 1o melude both

1 conchuson that the ierm, as used i § 1782, does inchade both. See Robinson v. Shell 8 Co., 117 5. l:t.ﬁ-l]

term “=mplovees” was broad enough to melude former emplovees and Congress did not expressly specify "current
statute was amiiguous). [n our view, the term “foresgn or international tribunal® is sufficiently ambiguous that it does not
Mhmwdmm.w.mﬂhwwﬂmmmhmﬂ
. See Castellanc w. City of New Fork, 142 F 3d 58, 67 (2d Car. 1998) ("Where the language is ambiguous, we focus upon the
brosder context snd prmany purpose of the statise ™) (internal quotstion marks and citation omitied), Motor Fehicle Mirs. A2 'n v. New Fork Siate
Eupflaj’Enﬁﬂu-rmlTFHﬂI 531 (2d Cor. 19594) ("[W]here ambiguity resides in & saiute, legislstive history and other tools of

interpretation may be emploved o deermine legiddative purpose more perfectly. ).

C

T current version of § | 782 was ensctod in | 964 as pan of kegislstion 1o implement recommendations of the Commission on International Rules
af Judicial Procedure (e “Commission”), a body areated by Congress m 1958 w “sudy oasting practices of jodicial assistance snd cooperation
between the United States and foreign countries with a view w achieving improvements.” Pub. L. Mo, 85-906, § 2, 72 Stat. 1743 (1958); ser also S
Rep. Mo, 85-2392 (1958), reprinted in 1958 US.C.C AN, 5201, 5201, 5203, The Commussion recommended & scrics of changes m domestic civil

United States
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procedure 10 sccommeodats international proceedings, a the bopes thal foreign countrics would be encouraged © reciprocate with procedural
improvemnents of thar own. See HR. Doc. Mo, BB-85, &1 20 (1963),

The § I TE2 that emerped from Congress o 1964 replaced the old § 1782, which bad provided himated evidence-gathering sssistance o “judiciad
proceeding i any court in s foreign country” (emphasis sdded), and 22 US.C. §§ 270-270g, which confiermed certam powers on COmMmESsIcneTs o
members of “miernational ribunals.” With respect to the revissons o the old § 1782, the House and Senale committes reports statod that "[t]be wor
“wribunal” 15 used to make it clear that assrstance is not confined 10 procesdings befiore comventional courts,” o which the prodecessor stanie had
boen expressly bmited HR. Rep. Mo, #8- 1052, a1 9 (1963) ("House Report™), 5. Rep. No. 881580 (1964), reprimied in 1964 U S.C.CAN. 3782
“II{'MHW:I‘I"}. bﬁuﬂﬂmﬂnmmmﬂlﬂtmiﬂﬂmhﬂmﬂuﬁmm-ﬁ-
sdministrative or investigative courts, scling & stste instrumentalitees or with the suthority of the state. The House and Senale commitioe reports, in
expluining the choice of the wond "tribunal,” state that, *[or example, it is intended that the court have discretion 1o grant assistance when
proceedings are pending before mvestigating magrsirates m foregn coumtnes.® House Report st %, Senste Report st 3788, The new § 1782 would
Fuhﬂhnﬂhbminhhm'bﬁ:::hﬂpihﬂﬂmbhﬂnm“'ﬂ of any reference o
private dispute resolution proceedings such as arbitration strongly suggests that Congress did not consider them in deafling the stanute.

mmwwh@m:{“ﬂﬂiﬁummmﬂn'hhhhdﬂmhhhnﬂl 1782 The: term
"miernatinal tribumal® dﬂnﬂdﬂmﬂyﬁmiilﬁ!?ﬂ;lﬂdﬂhﬁmumﬁ“iﬂnﬁdhﬁlﬁhm
oatha, 10 subpocna withesses of records, and w0 charpe contempt. There is no question that the sustuve sppliod only 1o intergovernmental tribunals.

had enacted §§ 2T0-2T0¢ m 1930 m direct response 1o probicms thet arose @ an betwoen the Linited Staies and

nnd it added §§ IT0d-2T0g in 1933 explicithy 1o sccommodsie procecdings before the States-Crerman Mixed Claims Commission.
Ser Hans Smit, Axsistance Bendered by the Uniied Staies in M&MIWMHEMLM 1264, 1264 (1962)
i "Assissance Rendered by the {'nited Siates®). 1t bears underscorng that those mtermatsogal arbitrations were miergovernmental, not private,
arbitrstions. More importanily, the old satute applied only 1o mcmational Ginunals “esablished pursiant 10 s agresment between the United
Staies and any foreign government or governments " Jd s | 269

ltummulmmnmwmumﬁwwﬁuac §§ 270-270g by eiendmg the reach of the sunavin
fslule o mlerpovernmental ibunals ool mvolving the United Stales, anphpﬂ; however, there 13 no indication that Congress miended for the

new provisions (o resch private international tritrunals, which Loy far heyond The realm of the carfier stante. The House and Senate reports stuted th
uwglmmhmmﬁuwmwmzmwm House Report st %, Sconie
Roport st 3788-89. The “undesirsble limitations* were identified earlies.in the reports. First, §§ 270-270c

provided asmstance only 10 # tnbunal established by o treary 10 which the United Sistes was » party and then only in proceedings
mvolving a clam in which the United S&qhuﬂ of its nationals was interested This lmitstion is undesirable. The svailability of
assistance 1o international tribunals shonld not depend on whether the United States has boen s party to their establishment or on
whether it is mvolved m proceedings before them

[ mt 3TBA. Further, §§ 270d-270g wene saad'te-Symproperty [imit the availability of mssistance 1o the 1.5 agent before an international tribunal .
Clearly, the mierest of the Unibed States inpeacefl sertlement of miernational disputes is not hmited o controversies 1o which it is s formal party.”

’:ﬂ'ﬂ.

Contcmpormmcous scadermc liter oiif conclusion that the “miematonal ribunals®™ that wene encompaasad by the repealed §§
Immdwhdimﬁn HM1MWMWMMHWM The Senate Report, m
referring to the undesirable fmitations of §§ 270-270g, see Senate Repart st 1784-85, 37BE-89, rebied on & 1962 artick: by Professor Hams Smit,
director of & project &t Umﬁnﬂd'hwtﬂndudlhﬂmmwmnuﬂwﬁm-ﬁ;
hhildﬂn:hﬂudﬁ Hﬁl In thet article, Profesor Smit escrted thel "sn miemational tnbunal owes both ils existence: and it
powers b an g \ l;p:lm:l * Ansistance Rendered by the United States at 1267

In sm, the reveals thal when Congress m 1964 ensciied the modern version of § 1 782, it imended 1o cover governmental or

mﬁwmmndmwmuamwww

The lepslatrve history s silence with respect 1o private tbunals v especially tellng becauses we ere confident that a significant congressional
undertaken by Congress without af least a mention of ths legialative infeniion

The popularity of arbitrstion rests in copsidersble part on its saserted efficiency and cost-cffectiveness—charscteristics ssid 1o be &t odds with
fiall-scale litigation m the courts, snd especially at odds with the brosd-rmgmg discovery made possible by the Federal Rules of Crvil Procedure. Se
Allied-Bruce Terminix Con. v. Dobson, 513 11 8 265, 280 { 1995) | advantages of arbitration are that it is "unally cheaper and faster than litigstion
. can have simpler procedural snd evidentary rudes, - normally mimmizes hostility and is less disruptive of ongomg and future business dealing
armcng the parties™) (quoting H R Rep. No. 97-542, st 13 (19827). Few, if anv, non-Amencan tribanals of any kind, mehuding arbstration panels

United States
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crested by privale partics, provide for the kind of discovery that is commonplace in our federal courts and in most, i not all, state courta. If the
narties to 8 private mlernational arbtration make oo provison for some degree of consensual discovery inder s¢ 10 thewr agreement 1o arbitraie, the
arbntrators control discovery, and neither party is deprived of its bargained-for efficient process by the other party’s tactical use of discovery devices

I lematations m § 7 of the FAA, described sbove, ere consistent with these traditional discovery limits, which would be overndden by the
appheation of § 1781 to proceedimgs before private srbitral panels Opemng the door o the type of discovery sought by NBC m this case likely
would undermine one of the significant sdvantages of arbatration, and thus arguably conflict with the strong federal polscy favoning arbitration s an
alternative means of dispute resolution. See Giloser v. lmierstate Johnzon Lane Corp., 500 15, 20, 25-26 (19917, Oldroyd v, Elrirg Sev. Bank,
FSB, 134 F.3d 72,76 (2d Cir. 1998). Furthermore, such broad discovery in proceedings before “foreign or international” private arbirstors would
stand m stark contrast to the limuted evidencs gatbering provided in 9 U S.C. § 7 for procesdings before domestic arbitration panels. Such an
moonsstency not only would be devoid of prmeiple, but also would cresie an entirely new category of dispules conceming the sppointmen of
ﬂhmﬂhﬁmﬂmdﬂhﬂpﬂu&ﬂqﬂmuﬂ“hﬁmmﬂymﬂm
iniended pot this brood result, but rather only the limited expansion described in the House snd Senate reports.

[n sum, policy conssderations of some magnitude remforce our conclusson, based upon ﬂmﬂhwm-iiﬂliﬂyd'i 1782, that
Congress did not intend for that ststule to apply 10 an arbitral body estahlished by privaie partics.

L Conchasion
hﬂhdﬂum@;—uﬂhwﬂ: motion 1o enforce—ihe subpoenas served on)the Third Parties s affermed

APPFERDIE A
The repealed sections 270-270g sre st forth below

Mﬂ! clam in which the Unned Staies ey ol g8 nationals is interested is pending befiore an nternational tribunal or
between the United States and any forcign government or governments, cach

ils lerrilories of possesmions, shall be doemed pﬂgﬂ*m and shall, upon
coaviction, suffer hmmﬂ'ﬁh laws of the Unsted States for that offense, when committed in its courts of justsce

§ 270a Same, mdwmmm

mmmmﬂwmmmmbmn subpoena the atiendance snd the testmony of
'. mdhwﬂhmﬂh:um&dmmﬁmmqmmhﬁnmmmdﬁ:MU

a contermpt of the authority of the tribunal or commission snd shall be punishable m any court of the United Stales in the
ax i provided by the laws of the United States for that offense when commitiod m its courts of justsoe.

To afford such imienstional tmbunal or commussion needed facilties for the dispomtion of cases pending theremn sasd fribumal or
commission is authorized and empowered to appont competent persons, to be named as commissoners, who shall attend the taking
of or take evidence im cases that may be assigned 1o them severally by the ibunal o commission and make report of the findings n
the case to the tnbunal or commission. Amy such commissioner shall proceed under such rules and regulsfions &s may be
promulgsied by the mibunsl or commassion end such orders e the tribunal or commmission may make in the particular case snd may
have and performn the genera] dities that penan 1o special masters o sty @ eqaty, He may fix the times for hearings, sdominister
oaths, examine winesses, and receive evidence Either party to the procooding bhefiore the tribonal or commission may sppear befiore
the commussoner by aflomey, produce evidence, and oxsmne witnesses. Subpoenas for withcases or fior the producton of lestimony
before the commessioner may ssoe ot of the mibumal or commission by the clerk thereof and shall be served by & Unitad States
marshal in any judicial district i which they are directed. Subpoenas isssed by such tribunal or commission requiring the aftendance
United States
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of witneases m order 10 be examined before any persos commassionesd 1o take testtmony therem shall have the same force as off ssed
from a district court and compliance therowith shall be compelled under such rales and orders as the ritamal or commission shall
%Mwmﬁnﬂumﬁdmmhmﬂdhpﬂmihhﬁnﬂu cormamsson by which be 19

§ 270d Same, subpoenes; spplications by agent 1o United States district court.

The agent of the United States before any international tibonal or commission, whether previously or bereafter established, in which
the Unsied States participales as a party whenever he desires 10 obtain iestimony or the production of books and papers by witnesses
mary spply ko the United States distnict court for the district in which such witness or witnesses reside or may be found, for the
muance of subpoenas o requine their sttendance and wstimony before the United States district court for that destrict and the
production therein of books and papers, relating o any matier or clam in which hﬂmﬂﬂﬂmwhﬁl‘ummd
amy of its natsonals 15 concerned as & party claimant or respondent before such international tribunal or

§ 270e Same; mdﬁmhﬂmﬂ&u&mmmmmm{:%mmﬁh‘
transcripts of testimomy with apent of United Staies.

Any Unated States district court to which such application shall be made shall have wsue oF cause o be ssued such

subpoenas upon the same terms as are applicable o the issusnce of subpoenas in suwits pepding in the United States district court, and
. hﬂwmmmmmmmmpﬁ hergin, and the marshal thereof shall serve such

muibpoens upon the person of persms o whom they are directed. The he Enedtees and taking of ther lesfimony &nd the

production of books and papers pursuant to such sabpoenas shall be before the'Uniled States district court for thal distnict or before &
commessioner of refieree appodnted by it for the taking of such testi ul 'Muu;rbunlumm
microgatonss and may be condocied by the agent of the Uniied Stsigs representative, Ressonable potice thereof shall be guen
0 the agen? or agents of the opposing govermment or governments, concerped i such proceedings who shall have the nght o be
present i person of by representative and b0 eXAMINE OF CIOSS~EAMIT h witness at such hearing A certified transcript of such
testimony and sy procesdings arising out of the ismusnce of sich mebpoenas shall be forwarded by the clerk of the district coun 1o

the agent of the Undiod Sistes and also w0 the agem wwﬂmmummm

Every peraon knowingly or wallfully ing of affirming falsely in any westimony taken m response to sich subponas shall be
dermed palty of papey. md dhall, gxm i thereaf, suffer the penalty provided by the lows of the United States for that
offense when committed in its courts of just filure 10 attend and testify a5 & withess or 1o produce any book or paper which
umhmumﬁ‘dd’ pursuan! io such subpoena, may be regarded &s 8 comermpt of the court snd shall be

punishable a5 & coptempt by the }nmmmﬂ:mmnm;ﬂ#ﬂdbﬁrhlﬂ:d’huﬂmm&:
that offense mqnh—nmdmpmnmdpm

§ 270g District Emdh;\mﬁmah[hmdﬂdm-dhiumdmm
B.C. §§ 270-2T0g (1958).
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