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certificates, and to receive payrnent of costs and remit the proceeds
to America, and he at oile time put sonie money of the company on
the stock exchange. He acted also as agent for other companies.
Circulars were issued describing his office as the London office of
the defendant company. The plaintiff, a shareholder, brought
the present action for an injunction to restrain the company from
cax.rying into effect certain resolutions for its reconstruction, and
the writ was served on the London agent, whereupon the defend-
ants moved to set aside the service as unauthorized, and Stirling,
J., held the same ta be invalid, on the ground that the company
wvas flot carrying on any particular part of its business in London,.
and could not be said ta be resident in England. He also
expressed grave doubts wvhethezr the action, in any case, was main-
tainable in an English court.

BuiLII , o(:cITY --- AI)NASCED dFMfR-OAIE-PotoFOR REDEFNll,,TION.

-,UTRATION'F FILES AI'.ER D>ATE 0F NIORTI;A(.E.

In Br'adbury v. ld, (1893) 1 Ch. 377, Kekewich, J., decidles
that where an advanced member of a building society executes a
rnorigage ta the society with a proviso for redernption on pay.
m -»t of the several surns, whether consisting of monthly subscrip.
tions, fines, interest, or other payments, wh-ch under the constitu-
tion. of~ the said society and the rules and regulations thereof
ought ta be paid-that althougli the proviso did not refer ta the
41rules for the time beipng," yet the niortgagor by virtue of his con-
tract, which was one of miortgage and memnbership cornbined, was
bound by levies nmade on hîm under rules passed subsequent to
the dates of his mortgage, and could flot redeem without paying
themi.

PAwîNFRSHI-P-VA.UE OF MIARE 0F CESF) ARTNFR-DiRiciION TO- ASCURTAIN

VALUE OVi, AIur.NnR's SIIAR, liV REFERENCE 'lO 1.AST SIGNEL) ANNNUAI, ACCOUNI'.

Huitter v. Dowvlietg, (1893) 1 Ch. 391, secins ta be an illustration
of the equity maxim, " That equity considers that to be donc
which ought be done." This was a question arising under a
partnership deed which provided that#an account should be taken
annually and signed by the partners, and further provided that in
the event of the death of a partner the value of his share in the
partnership should be ascertained by reference ta the last signed
annual account. One of the partne-rs died shortly after the expira-
tion of a partnership year, and before the account for that year


