
WOODRL FF COJ. v. < O! IELL.

1 think the applicant lias not satisiied the omi-. e1îi
upoxi hîm, under the section, to slhew that this bv-law xa
procured by the promises, if these w-ere proises aiinouiîîgi
te hribery, within the ineauling of sec. 24;5.

Thie application therefore fails and inust be dîii1-e-i!
with cOfits.

CARITWRIGHT, M.ASTî:î. IliMLî lî I.H

CHAXMBERS.

WOODRLTFF CO. V. C'OLWE1L.

Pleading--Counterclairn-Aotion Io Strike- ouI-Irr( liu anPýy
--Company-1a rties--loin der of Jlihf.-(',b

Motion 1w plaintiffs te strike out clefendaifi, coutiter-

W. E. Middleton., for plaintigf.
C. A. Moss, for defenidant.

TuE MASTER :-The main facts of this ca-e appear !ri a
report of a previons, motion, ante 302. On l2th ]Noveými)r
the statement of dlaim, was delivered. The relief îîsk fr,
is te have defendant restrained front acting as mngrc
the plaintiff companv or dealing ini any wav with theoir st,
and te have him deiiver over the books and docîîiet, and
aseta of the company, and aceounit for his delnewitl the

Pamev anrd for damnages sustained by the eoiin aii.\ tlirou g1i
defendant's alleged misconduct.

'Ça relief of any *ki nd is asked by the Woodruffls pr~nl'
1T114 point was not raisedl on the lircgunent; but 1 do, not iwhy the Woodruffs joÎned as plaintifsý. No doubt. in thiis waty
they give the best proof of good failli, as they thereb rexider
themselvei hiable for costs and to give- discovery. But liaviing
ontrol of the company, on whose behaif thev allege that the
action is brought, ît would not seemi necessary to have hiad
individuial plaintiffs. See Saskatchewan Land andIne-

met Co. v. Leadley, 4 O. W. R. 39, 378; Internajti)nail
Wreeking ('n. v. Murphy, 12 P. R, 423.


