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PRACTCE-ýCOSTS---COSS ACTION-SEOURITy FOR C0STB--PLAIlq-
TIFF IN CROSS ACTION OUTr OP~ juaisDic1i0N-DISCRETION.

New Fenix (Co. v. General Accident .Corporationê (1911> 2
K,13. 619. This was a cross action in which a judge had re-
versed the order of a master, rpquiring the plaintiffs to give
security for costs, they being resident out of the jurisdiction.
The judge was of the opinion that a cross action was in the
nature of a cross-bill under the old chaneery practice. and ae-
cording to the former chancery practice iii such a case *he de-
fendants were flot entitled to security. The Court of Appeal
(Williams, Moulton, and Farwell, L.JJ.), however, held that
there was no hard and fust ruie on the subject, and it was a
inatter of discretion in cach case, having regard to ail the cir-
euinstances, w'hether or tiot security should be ordered. In this
particular case. the Court of i\ppeal caine to the (conclusion that
the order &' mld be granted.
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Iu hNiitpIp v. Ilr' 1q1l) 2 K.B. 725 the C'ourt of Appeal
ýVi1]iais, Mîîulton, kind Bitekley, LJJ. ) btld that in action

tii reeover dainages lt>r injuries oi>i.4aiotiedi hy, tue bite oif the de-
t'îndant 's dog, in whieh the' plaintiff liad dehîvered 1partieulars
of two occasions on %viî'hI tht' dog had bitten other. persons. it
%vis not admissible, for the putrpose of' diseoveryv, for the defen-
riant to adminisiter interrîgatori*s a,; to the' naines tif the persohs
alleged t.o hâve been hitteri. ton the ground that Nueh tiues.tions
iveri' merely put for tht'prps of ii.qertainin.- tle naines ofi
witnesses hy' whoui the' platintiff intvnded to prove hiq caqe.
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