648 THE ONTARIO WEEKLY NOTES.

or whether in May, 1911, he was secretary-treasurel Broadlz'(;
the refusal was to answer questions which did not relate -
dealings between Steele and the plaintiffs in regard 0 the p‘:er
ticular stock mentioned in the statement of claim. Mas
said that, in his view of the law and the practice, th
was too unqualified; and he was of opinion that -
objected to should be answered. Reference to Bray § .
of the Law of Discovery (1904), p. 3, para. 10, where o g
that a party is required to answer questions which ma¥ air-
which must, assist the examining party. Order mace r'e(:l at
ing the defendant Steele to attend for further exam}nat.lo
his own expense; costs of the motion to the plaint! %/I:elll’her-
cause. Harcourt Ferguson, for the plaintiffs. . D.

son, K.C., for the defendant Steele.
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Pleading—Counterclaim—~Con. Rule 254—New De/f rond
ro—MisfeasanCo” . pde 8

by Counterclaim—Company—Dirécto filler :
ful Dismissal—Amendment.]—Motion by John B- Mate ™ Maids
fend't_int’an

defendant to the counterclaim of the original de Jaim 4%
to strike out paragraphs 25 and 26 of the counterc . motio?
strike out the name of Miller from the counterclai ;daq‘ece )
by the defendants the executors of F. B. Polsott 96 of e
strike out paragraphs 2 to 23 and paragraphs 25 a';l 954. pard
counterclaim. The motions were made under - Rux(: and Mile?
graphs 25 and 26 alleged misfeasance by F. B- i claimed
as officers and directors of the plaintiff companys and ™

pany’s i sub”

an account of their dealing with the com < ol
payment to the company. %he Master said ﬂ}at thl: :okiers ”ﬂd
stance, an action on behalf of the company . ald not swnh(;
for their benefit; and that these two paragraphs - ht involve tr_
Stroud v. Lawson, [1898] 2 Q.B. 380; and this M8 ante

i . ' 1o t
striking out of the name of Miller as & deffnd.agat Jeged
claim. The counterclaim for wrongful dlstl(l)lli e’p

paragraphs 21 and 22, must be econfin€ m
pany, in the same way as paragraph 27, c_ountt-el;cl$25, 0 of B
cancellation of the defendant’s subseription :xecutors F

plaintiff company’s stock. The motion_Of them,—the
Polson was entitled to prevail to e ext,ttemt ill en

must amend to shew, if he ean, somethin




