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colupules îl was inanifsi that the' PMcI complait lvas bascd
ipon au allt.ged breaeh by tht'se ompaies of au agret'ment wl
a!gi cenents w ith the Blake (,'ontraetitig, ('ouîpaîîiiy. Il ý\as siffli-

rjetl~ aI.eedii the stateient of elaini that the plaintiff and
those m'hoîi le represeited -were minoricty shareholders, and that
the offýending- enn1~imOsC wW majority hhrhlesad i
that case the plaintif eouhl sue onlv if the iajority %cre sbewil
to have arted ultra vines the eonîpany or hii fraud: Hurand v.

E'arle 19021I A.'. 83. 93. The faets alleged wetre, muffleent to
hring tde aets of the defentlants w ithin the ruie. Soe îîlso Exeter
andi ('reion R.W. %'. v. Buller (1847). 5 11y. i'as. 211; Nor-
mandy v. lîd C'oolie & C'o., [1908]1 I (h. 84; Alexander v. Auto-
matie Telepboîîe ('o., [1900] 2 ('h. 56; Palnri,'., (onipany Pre-
eedenits. i lth ed., pp. 1359 et seq.

The objection of the defendant )IeWhinio, e, aliswer ques-
lons, in the brond fomn ii whieb it was inade. Pould not be

su1stai]ied.
No ruling wvas nWie as tu the propriety of anv partieulai,

fobstion: if any objecion shall be inade, the examiner will mie.
and another applieation, niay be inade to thie c'ourt.

()rder 111ade requir-ig tht' defeundaltli 'ine to ali(nd
at bis ow'n expense and aîweradi l ropr questons toun pmt c

hlmn he is aiso lu pay fhe vrosIs of bbce applicatioin for-tbwitb.ý

RIDnELLî. 1 Ih:crMîwîi 11TH. 1915.

'Ri~ OVERIUN ANK OF CANAD..

'('LAIIK'S C'ASE.

Appeal by Murhi 1. (lark froni the order of an tIMiciai
Ifrcupon a eern foir tb1widnuî of the hank. eoný

firming- the plaeiîig of tht naine of the applHant upon the lit (If
ccntrihutories; and altrniv. cronss.appeai by~ tfie lqiao

froni the recfusai of the Rteere to plave th4 naine of A. 1). Clark,
Mluriel 1. ('ark's fathr, Mpon the lit of roonuoes àn lieu of
that of his daiughtcr. The Iiabihty sought to iw vnformet une thn,
double liabilitv of shar-eholders of a bank.


