
161

Merrimack, No. 3331.
2,June 1942.

Montello Shoe Co., Inc. v. Suncook Industries, Inc.

Thorp by& Branch, brief, plaintiff.for the

McLane, byDavis & Carleton, brief, for the defendant.

Per Curiam. No sufficient reason for granting the defendant’s
appears.motion plaintiffWhile the has no interest to maintain the

action and whileits insurers are the and againstreal active claimants
the defendant, rightsthe of the onlyinsurers are to enforce the
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and bename the action must standrights plaintiff,of the in whose
joined plaintiffsas inright of insurers to beThe themaintained.

Theythey arethat shall be.rightnot of the defendantinterest is a
appearance therein.action without actualparties privy to the

righthasnon-residents, defendant the thatbeing theThe insurers
8;3; 330,s. P. c. s.(P. L., 341, L.,.c.security for becosts furnished

security may be orderedcited)., but theHening’s Dig., 361, and cases
necessary parties.asappearancewithout their

rightsIt nodismissed. hasplaintiff’s motion should also beThe
by trustee-process, and theunlessagainst insurerthe defendant’s

right orif it therespect party interest,in even hasis in no ainsurer
action.agreedhas to defend the

be dis-action should notin a of thefacts of insurance trialThe
necessity. v.Piechuckjuryclosed to without unavoidablethe

ante,Parella, 81.429;82 H. Fine v.Magusiak, N.

discharged.Case

Branch, J., did not sit.
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