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It was conceded that the determination of the present mo"'cgled
must depend upon whether the plaintiff was or was 1ot &% : de-
to full discovery on all the allegations in the affidavit of ¢ tion
fendant Rogers. It was suggested that no cross-exad °
should have been allowed. The Master said that ‘the ;95
seemed to be otherwise, though perhaps never carrie Chat
in the present case, He referred to the language © an
cellor in Swain v. Mail Printing Co., 16 P.R. 132, at P- 39, He
said that it was decisive against the present applicd 0
also referred to Bennett v. Empire Printing and Publ‘lfhﬁlggood
16 P.R. 63, 68, and Southwick v. Hare, 15 PR, 228 2

faith of the defendants cannot be tried on any inte
motion. It is pre-eminently a question for the jury a4 Nothiﬂg
—so0, too, as regards the contemplated justiﬁcatlon' resent'
bearing on its success can be usefully considere 5 withs it 18

! As the motion for security has yet to be dea shoﬂld
1ot advisable to say more than that the present motloas it ca?
not be granted, as full diselosure has been made 80 o n, in the
usefully be made at this stage. The costs of the mthm’ jon 1
speeial eircumstances, will be reserved until the mtzl rs &

Young, K.C., and A. R. Hassard, for the defendaly
the eompany.
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Damages Reference—Report Alppcal ¢ the Master atbs he

Appeal by the defendants from the report 0 5 motion * gpe
wich upon a reference directed by Bo¥D, -5 A q cost i
plaintiff for judgment on further directions ;E) to 1'00(1.
plaintiff, as the only shareholder in the egal. div i

pany of Canada Limited, other than the four 11 ;g 1 Moto
ants, sued the latter and the company an
Company of Detroit for damages for
the company and other wrongs. The Master f
ants indebted to the plaintiff in the sum 0% °
yorp, J., said that the uestions in issu€
upon which there had b(l»eu much contradictory e‘xﬂe 6
was unable to say that the Master was \Yron
items amounting together to ¥ )
from the amount found due ¢
$11,634.20. With this variation, apPeR g0
Judgment for the plaintiff for $11,634.20 ¥ ith, 7%
reference. A. R. Bartlet, for the defendan

the plaintiff.
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