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by cotînter lai .m, CanIlnot im5elf (leliver a counter dlaim,

following Sircct v. (O r,3 Q-. 13. 1). 498.
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Badfischi, z1iiilii Sodia Iîa(briký v. /0/V/SQ/Z1, (1896 f Ch. 25

was an action for an injiunction to restrain the selling ofgod

in England, which were manufactured in Swjtzerland, as beiflg

an infringcment of the plaintiffs patent. The plaintitfs hav-

ing served the purchasers o)f the goo(ds, who were resident in

England, applie<l for leave to serve the mnanufacttlrers in

Switzerland. North, J, ref le the ,app1icatiol, but the Court

oDf Appeal (Lindley, Smith and Rigby,, L,.JJ.) were of opinioni

thîat the plaintiffs were entit1ed to the o)rder.

I>RACl'ICE-,-PARTICULARS -DISCOVERY-FAUîîALE;1)OI 
XIX. R.
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In Wa"(y>u',s, illi-rtilyr Co. v. llCad(ford, (1896) 1 Ch. 29, is a

decision of Chitty, J., on another point of practice, The

plaintiffs WetC proprietors of a colliery in Wales from which

smo)kele-ss steam coal was obtained, and the defendants were

coal mierchants in London. The plaintiffs claimned to have

lo)st business 1w reason of fraudulcnt acts of the defendants,

and they claimed an injunction restraining them from selling

as coal1 supplied by the plaintiffs or from their collieries, coal

which had flot in Sfact been. so sfipplie(l or got, the delivery up

Of certain documents, and .L i0,000 damaiges. Af ter the state-

m'ent of dlaim had been filed, and îan interlodUitorY injunto

had b)een granted, the plaintifis applied for discovery, and the

defendants at the saine time applied for the deliverY of par-

ticulars, before making discovery. Chitty, J., in Chambers,

granted the defendant's application and (lirected that unless

such partîculars were delivered in four days, further proceed-

ings in~ the action should be stayed until the delivery of the

Particulars. The plaintiffs then m(>oved in Court before

'Chitty, J., to rescind this order. The plaintiffs in their

statement of dlaimi specified two distinct cases of fraudulent

dealing by the defendants, and then went on to allege that

Ofi onlivers others occasions "the defendanits had conimitted

Silnilar acts. The defendants contended that, except in cases


