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resignation was accepted. No shares wers
allotted to B, and his name was not placed
upon the list of shareholders, In 1870 the
company was ordersd to be wound up. Held,
that the official liquidator was not precluded
by lapse of time from placing 8. upon the lst
of contributories, — Sidney's Case, L. R, 18
Eq. 228,

4. By the articles of associaticn of & com-
pany its directors had power to receive from
shareholders money paid in advance of calls
on their shares, The directors wers also to
recelve & certain compensation to be as they
should determine. The directors paid into a
bank the amount uncalled for on their shares,
and drew it out the same day in payment of
their fees. Fleld, that said payment was not
dond fide, and that the directors were not
relisved from liability on their shares,—Sykes’
Case, L, R, 18 Eq. 265,

G. The plaintiff pald for and received scrip
certificates which gave him the right to have
& certaln number of shares in a company as
soon a8 the dircctors gave notice that thoy
were prepared to register shares, The plaintiff
niver recelved such notics, but was registered
a3 holder of shares, and an action was brought
for calls on the same, to which he pleaded
that he was not, & shareholder. Ho afterwarl
attended & mesting of the shareholders and
sigcodhisnam. - the sttendance-book, headed

‘“shareholders present” &c.; he also signed

two proxy papers, in which he was styled a
proprietor. Henever intended to acknowledge
himgelf a shareholder, Hold, that the plaintiff
was entitled ng against the company to have
his name removed from the list of shareholders,
Mellwraith v. Dublin Trunk Gonnecling Railway
Co., L. R. 7 Ch. 154,

8. The M. company owed money not imme-
diately payable to a contractor who had bought
shares in the company, and was unable to pay
his brokers for the same. A director ix the
M. company, aleo s director in the C. company,
negotlated a loan of mouey from the latter
wherewith to pay the contractor and enable
bim to take up asid shaves, The M. company
had no power to purchsse its own shares, and
sat up in defonce of repayment that the sum
borrowed was borrowed for thy purchase of its
own shares with knowledge of the C. company.
Held, that the C. company was not affected
with notice of the purpose to which the money
waa to be applied.—In re Marseillos Ketension
Railwey Co.; Ez parie Credit Foncior § Mo
dilier of England, L, R, 7 Ch. 181

%. The directors of s company devised th
following plan for obtaining a sufBolent num.
ber of subscriptions for shares’ to enable theny
to begin business according to law. ‘The di.
rectors deposited £1500 with a bank whoge
menagor was in the schemse, under ‘the follow.
ing agreemont: The bank was to open gy
account with ona 8., loaning £1500,-—the saig
company guarantecing repayment, end charg.
ing their account with said loan and whatover
sums 8, should draw. 8, was to obtain shayp
applicants for shares, and pay the req. site sum
to the account of the company, drawing the
necessary funds from the bank, and then re
coive blank transfers of asaid shares. The
scheme was effected; and finally thers stood
to the account of the company £24,000, and
therefore 8.s account was debited with the
same sum. The company sued the bank for
£24,000, apparently on the ground that said
guarantee hoing fraudulent and void with
notice to the bank, said sum romalned to their
credit and was due. Held, that said company
was entitled to said £1500 actually deposited
with the bank, and no more, — British &
American Telegraph Co. v, Albion Bank, L. R,
T Er, 119,
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1. By agreement between two companies
one was given tho option of buying the works
of the other on or before the 25th of December,
for a oertain sum, after having given six
mouths’ previous notice. The first cpmpany
gave dus notice, but was unable to complete
the purchase for want of funds at the time for
payment. Subsequently a second notics wes
givon, but the second company refusad to sell
Held, that the right of purchase was not des
troyed by failure in payment at the expiration
of the first notice,~— Ward v. Wolverhampion
Waterworks Co., L. R, 18 Eq. 248,

2. The dofendant promised to marry the
plaintiff upen tue desth of the defendant's
father, but afterwards declared that ho would
never do 8o, whereupon the plaintiff aued for
braach of promise, thongh the defendants
father waga still alive,
breach of contract, on which the plaintiff
might sue.—Frost v. Knight. L, R. 7 Ex. (Bx.

Held, that there wais !
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