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V. ANDERSON—MASTER IN CHAMBERS—JAN. 14,

Y for Costs—Pracipe Order—One Plaintiff in Juris-
rder Set aside—Leave to Move for Security after
Delivered.]—Motion by the plaintiffs to set aside an
d by the defendant on pramcipe, requiring the
give security for the defendant’s costs of the action.
endorsed on the writ of summons was for an injune-
g the defendant from infringing the patented
€ plaintiffs and for damages. By another endorse-
ed that the plaintiff Fischer was patentee, and
S George H. Lees & Co. licensees, and that Fischer
he United States of America, and the other plain-
'r10. The Master said that the order, at the present
action (before pleadings), was at least premature:
5 ,Wakeford, 13 P.R. 455, 457 ; Smith v. Silverthorne,
i O_l'dgr made setting aside the precipe order, with
ﬂ?ﬁ ;I?lamhifs in any event, without prejudice to a mo-
ity thereafter, if the defendant should be ad-
- When the case is developed on the pleadings,
may be successful: Holmested and Langton’s
ed., p. 1426; Irving v. Smith, 12 P.R. 29. J.
Or the plaintiffs. J, . Jones, for the defendant.
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,‘_PO?HAGK AND STEELE—MASTER IN CHAMBERS—
Ty JaN, 15,

Mnaton of Defendant—=Scope of Inquiry—
L OMpany-shares — Restriction to Pleading.]—
; ;Pftmtlﬂs‘ for an order requiring the defendant
Or re-examination for discovery and to answer
% 1011, on the advice of counsel, he refused to
omed by counsel for the plaintiffs. The action
om the two defendants the sum of $4,263.57
'{m the plaintiffs as hrokers in respeet of
“‘;"o‘* of the Swastika Mining Company, be-

% 1911, and the 29th February, 1912, The
m their defences, and each asserted that
m&iﬂ, Questions which the defendant Steele

first, to an inquiry whether he had
¢ Passed between the plaintiffs and him-
mhotltmk He also refused to say whether
, der in the Swastika Mining Company



