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resignation was accepted. No shares were
allotted to S., snd his namo was not placed
upon the list of shareholders. In 1 810 the
company was ordered to be wonnd up. HeU,
that the official liquldator wae not precluded
by lapae of time frorn placing S. upon the lest
of contributories, - Sidujy'8 Case, L. R. la
Eq. 228.

4. D3y tho articles of association of a corn-
pany its direciors had power ta receive from
abareholders money paid in advance of calle
on thoir ehares. The directore were aiso to
recelve a certain compengion to bc as they
ghould deterne. The d'recters paid loto a
batik the amount unclied for on their Shorces
and drew it ont the same day in payment of
their fees. JIld, that said payment was noV
bond fIe, and that the directors were not
relleved from, liablllty on thelr shares.-8Sykes'
Case, L R. 13 Eq. 25'n.

5. The plaintif' paid for and rccived scrip
certificates which gave him the rlght to have
a certain nuniber of shares l a company as
acon ae the directors gave notice that thoy
were prepared to registor shares. The plaintif'
niiver received such notice, but was registered
&q holder of shares, and an action wau brotight
for cilla on the sanie, ta which he pleaded
that he wus not a shareholder. He afterwar'l
attended a meeting of the shareholders and
id&t.adhlsnam -the Rttendance-book, headed
cc hareholders presot," &o. ; ha alaù elgned-
two proxy papers, ln which ho was styled a
proprietor. Ho nover intended to seknowledge
hîmef a shareholder. Held, that the plaintif'
wase ntitled as againsi the conipany to have
hie usme removed froni the list of shareholdors,
Mde1raith v. .Dublin 71mink Connecting Railway

CcL R. 7 Ch. 184.
6. The M. company owed money flot, Irne-

diatoly payable to a contracter who had bought
shares In the company, and wue unable to pay
hie brokere for the sanie. A& direct-or iii the
M. company, also a diroctor lu the C. oompany,
negotlated a loan of mouey froin the latter
wherewith ta pay the contractor and enabie
hlm to takre up aid shares. The M. company
lied no power Vo purchase lis5 own ehares, and
sot up in defeoco of repayu&euî that thesm
borrowod was borrowed for iho purche of ite
own ehares with knowledge of the C. oompany.
Sld, that the C. comnpany was not affeted
wiih notice of the purpoe to whiob the mancy
wae ta be applled.-In re Matei<frî a~Ud
.Railmsay GCa,; Ex Parlé Credit P;-i- e Ho-
bUter of LEgland, L. R. 7 Ch. 161

1. The direcors of a conipany devlsed t4
followlng plan for obtainlug a oufficlent nuin.
ber of subscriptione for ehares'to enable theoz
ta bogîn business according to law. The di.
rectors depositcd £1500 witb a baunk whose
manager was lu tho schemne, under'the follcw.
ing agreement: The batik was to open ai,
account with one S., loaning £1500,-the saId
company guarantecing repeymnent, eud chang.
ing their acc(,unt with said boan and whatever
smom S. should draw. S, was to obtain sham
applicants for shares, and pay the req,.site soin
to the account of the comupany, drawing the
neccssary fund& froni the bau k, and thon re.
ceive blank transfers of said sharcs. The
Scbemo was effected ; and tinally there stood
to the account of the coropany £24,000, and
therefore S.'s account wvas debited with the
same suni. The compauy oued the batik for
£24,000, apparently on the ground that ssld
guarantea l>omug frRudulent and void with
notice to the bank, said sum romalned Vo their
credit and wus duo. HeU, that said conlpany
w#s entitled to said £1500 actually depositel
with the batik, and no more. - Britiqh &
Arnerican Telegraph Co. v. .Albion Blank', L. B.
7 E7, 119.
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CONTRACT.
1. By agreement botween two companies

one wus given tho option of buying the works
of the other on or before the 25th of Deccruber,
for a certain soin, afior haing givon mix
mouths' provious notice. The tirgt cpmpany
gave due notice, but was unable to complete
the purohase for watt of funds et the time for
payment, Subsequently a second notice wui
given, but the second compeny rofused Vo sel.
Held, that the riglit of purchase wtie not des-
troyod by fallure lu paymeant ai the expiratIoni
o! the tiret notice.- Ward v. Wotverhornpio
Waterumorke Co., L. R. 18 Eq. 248.

2. The detoudant promniled to xnarry Vhs
plaintif' upon the deaili of the defendant's
father, bot afterwards declared thet ho woold
nover do eo, wheroupon the plaintif' oedet for
breLich of promise, though the deondftnt'i
father was still alira. Hol, that there wai a
breach of contraci, on which the plaintiff
mighi sue.-ro#t v. kig1d L, R. 7 Ex.,lx
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