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Capital of the comrpany. On the one side were deben tutre.-holders whose deben-
tures were a charge on the unpaid capital, and on the other creditors who, after
the capital had been called but before it had been paid, had arrested the catis on
the shares of the company held in Scotland, by proceedings taken in a Scotch
C'OUrt. The holders of the Scotch shares had no notice of the debentures, and
according to the Scotch laxv the arrestment of the cails wvas equivalent to an
assigflment with notice to the (lebtor, andi took priority over an earlier assigfl-

M'ent Without notice ;and it was held by North, J., that the claimant under the
Scotch process haci the firs- cl:arge on the proceeds of the Scotch shares, not-
Wtbstanding that according to the laxv of England no notice by an assignee to
the debtor is necessary as against a subsequent assignee.

PAýR'ýSIPNERPIES';AI BY A CO-l'ARTrs E ýCON,,CEALED FRAUD-LIAIILITX' 0F INNOCENT
PARTNEE SIATUTE 0F LiIITATIONS, (21 JAC. I, C. 16).

In lMoore v. Kx'Iglîý11t (1891) , iCh. 347, the plaintiff betveeni the years 1867-
874 had depositeci \ith a firm of solicitors varlous suins of rnoney for investment.

One srinail sum was invested, the rest were in fact crnbezzled by a clerk of the
ru Accounts were rendered to the plaintiff and representations made to her,

b)or- On behaif of the firm, so as to lead her to believe that the whole of the
InlOfeys had been invested, andi interest xvas paid to her by the firm doNvn
to the death of one of the partuers in 1877, and by the survivin'g members of the

'IIdown to 1886. In 1886 the fraud wvas discoNered. The partners having
adied, the present action xvas brought against their representatives. The repre-

Sentativ Of the partner wxho dieci in 1877 set up thbe Statute of Limitations (21
la'c. 1, c. ,6), and also the English Trustee Act of 1888, enabling trustees in certain

CInCstances to set up the statute as a bar to dlaim-s by their cestitis que trust.
Strig J. however, held that the (lefefice 'vas flot tenable except as to the money

which J.
the actually had been investeci, and that the effeet ofi misrepresentations by
hiab Ile ebers of a firm wvhereby a fraud was concealed, Nvas to make the firm

las if the representations were true ; and that BSlair v. Broinlîy, 2 Ph. 354,
S Uare 542, dici not proceed upon ans' priniciple or rule of equity applicable to
usit ees, but on the effect of mnisrepresentations by a partnier as affecting the lia-

Yit of the firm, andl xNas unaffected by the Truistee Act, 1888, and therefore
ý'3vert1 ed the case. He therefore dcla~red the plaintiff entitled to Jecover
aLgaî05st the assets of the firrn, and if this proved insufficient, then against the

Pa rte' estates of the rembers of the firm, with the exception before rentioned
as o the sum actually invested, for which the partners who survived after 1877
UY WVere held liable.

PR%-rCE AR1BITEATION -A\VARI AEiITIýATOIî, MISCONDUCT 0F--MOTION 'l0 SET ASIDE AWARD--

EVDENCE ADMISSION 13Y AEBITRAIOE.

re J'hitcly & Roberts Arbitration (1891), i Ch. 558, Kekew'ich, J., held that
ar iOo to set aside an award evidence of ani admission by onie of the arbi-

trtors Olit of Court that he had made is axard improperly, as, for example. by

Oer 0"S'c or in consequence of a -bribe, is inadmissible. The decision, we m-IyOsre, proceeds not of course tipon the principle that proof of such misconduct


