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STOCK LINT—Cortinued.

i ~ Rate of W
Amount | When Interest Date of  |Latest
BON = Where Interest paysble. wota- | REMARKS.
cons s - | e | isgtion. | e
$ |} sis.0m000 l}j:,- 1858 | New Youk or London. ... .... -
8 2,831,000 | 1 Apl.” 1 Oot./Montreal, New York or London.. ‘| Redeemable at 110
s 3 2 2 Oct.|Bank of Montreal, Montreal ......
] 1 1 Nov.|Merchants Bauk of Can., Mountreal
(] 1,200,000 | 1 Apl. 1 Oot. |[Bank of Montreal, Mountreal ... ... . 2o
704,500 | 1 Meob. Bank treal, treal at i
: :g & 080 | 1J8m 14 By e vevers |Redeemable at 110
. Redeemable at 110
Dominion Iron & Steel Co ... .... [} § 8,000,000 1 Jan 1 July|Bauk of Montreal, Montreal....| 1 July,1929..| &3 Amrudl.-umt
Halitaz Tramway Co [ | 1dJan,, 1916 ..|Redeemable at 108
[ntercolonial Coal Co [ 1 Apl,, 19
l-mtmlkh Pulp ... :
ontmorency Cotton
numd«-’u. e Office, M 1 vuly, 1981,
00 | 1 Meh, 1 1 Meh., 1908
1 % o1 i ':‘:";:'n‘:‘:‘::-"""” Eog.( | Aug. 1923,
r;m::omsmuc«l 00...0e0ee.| @ 2,500,000 | 13an, 1 July| | e ] or rmo| 1 July, 1091..
'eoples Heat & Light Co.— |
"lmllmu. ; (] 700, 1Apl.  10ect | Royal Bank of Canada 1Ap 9N, 20 |Kedeomab)
Second Mortgage . 1 [} g v 4 ‘ l!lllhlﬂ Montreal,, .' sossnsfossonce N
Richelieu & Ont, Nav. Co, . 8 471,580 | 1 Mch, 1Fe . Montreal and London..... saeeensss| 1 Meh,, 1918 108 | Redeemable at 11v
Royal Electrie Co, ... 4 £ 190,900 | 1Apl, 10c..| Bk.of Montreal, Mont'l or London| Uet,, 1914 .|....... | Redesmable at 110
T J.:.'u.u.n'“,_, [ ) (] 3% :?.n.y‘ :}lov.!ﬂko‘luﬂ‘l.l‘.m.l.&4 15 = ) p.lo. .
Toron! b yoarly after Imb,
“ WY et L | 250w [ Peb, 31 Aug| | Bant of Seotiand, London ...y, ST U v %
Windsor Hote!, ... | 4 450,000 | 1 Jan. 1 July|W.ndeor Hotel, Montreal..........| 2July, 1912, |.......
Winnipeg Elec. Street Rallway. ....' © 1,000,000 180, 1JUIY. oinee coiinns sennnnnsnenns oee | L dan,, 19270 0

RECENT LEGAL DECISIONS.

Fire Poricy TakenN out IN WroNG Name—A quantity
of rags, the property of one Hough, were stored on London
wharf and were damaged by an accidental fire. The whar-
finger, who had no property in the rags, by an arrangement
with Hough, kept up with the Guardian Assurance Com-
pany a fire policy in his own name for the benefit of Hough.
It was the intention of the Company's agent that Hough
should be directly insured, and it was supposed that a policy
on the goods at the wharf in the name of the wharfinger
would effect an insurance for the benefit of Hough. The
agent filled up a proposal form in the name of the wharfinger,
and forwarded it to the insurance office, with a request that
a policy be sent according to instructions, and a policy was
drawn up in the wharfinger's name and sent to Hough. The
question of liability was referred in the form of a special case
to the English Court of King's Bench, Hough asking that
the policy be rectified by the insertion of his own name in
place of the wharfinger's, For the insurance company it was
contended, that the insurance officers considered the question
very important. Their's was a personal contract with the
wharfinger, and they could not see how the silence of the
agent should make the Company contract with a person whom
they knew nothing about. Their agent had no authority to
make the contract. The claimant alleged that the agent had
been entrusted with everything that was necessary to enable,
him to make a good policy. Mr. Justice Wright in his judg-
ment said, that the cited case of Bawden v. London, Edin-
burgh and Glasgow Assurance Company decided in 1802, was
important, as two of the judges said that the insurance agent
was an agent to put into shape the proposal for the policy, or
to settle its terms. If that were so there was an inference
that the proposal in the present case must be treated as if it
had been settled by the Company itself. It seemed to him
that Hough could have used the name of the wharfinger to
recover on the policy, and judgment must be for the claimant.
(Hough v. The Guardian Fire and Life Assurance Co, 18
Times Law Reports, 273),

Srock 1o BE Pamp vor 18 Furure Services.—The Union
Bank was a judgment creditor of The Anderson Trading
Company (Limited). An execution against the Company
proving fruitless, the bank then sued Morris and Code, two
of the shareholders, alleging that the $1.400 was unpaid in
respect of the shares held by them in the Company. It ap-

peared, that when they applied for stock, that they had paid
to the Company an amount equal to the face value of the
shares, and at the same time received back from the Com-
pany a portion of the price, as alleged consideration for ser-
vices to be rendered by them to the Company at a future
date. In giving judgment in favour of the bank, Mr, Justice
Moss, of the Ontario Court of Appeal, remarked, that the
whole transaction was conceived in order to get over, if pos-
sible, the legal incapacity of the Company to issue its shares
at a discount, and to endeavour to relieve or rebase the
sharcholders from their liability, to pay the whole amount of
their shares in cash, a liability which even the Company can-
not rebase.  This judgment :fu- Supreme Court has aflirmed,
holding, that, as there was no agreement in writing for the
payment of the difference by money's worth, instead of cash,
under section 27 of the Companies’ Act, these shareholders
were liable to pay the balance of the price of the shares to
the liquidator of the Company. (Union Bank v. Morris;
Union Bank v. Code, 22 Canada L. T. 45.)

MaNaGer oF Bank Discounting WortnLess BiLrs—
UOne Dix, a bank manager from the United States, was com-
mitted by a London police magistrate with a view to extradi-
tion. He then sought tobe relieved by a writ of habeas corpus,
for which he applied to the English King's Bench Division.
One allegation was to the effect, that the prisoner, while pre-
sident and manager of a bank in Washington, had fraudulent-
ly discounted certain worthless bills with the bank, and drawn
cheques which were paid, although his account was over-
drawn, with the result that, when the bank, which shortly af-
terwards got into financial difficulties, came to be wound up,
the bills were found to be worthless, and the prisoner to be
in debt to the bank to the extent of about $23.000. Mr.
Justice Darling, in refusing the application, said that it seem-
ed to him that there was an offence within these words of the
Larceny Act, “whosoever, being a director or member of any
body, corporate or public company, shall fraudulently apply
for his own use or benefit, any of the property of such body
corporate or public company, shall be guilty of a misde-
meanour.’ It might be that in American law such would be
called larceny by embezzlement. The essential thing is to see
whether what was done is a crime in both countries within
the treaty. He thought it was a crime in hoth. Among the
list of crimes referred to in the Extradition Act of 1870, is
fraud by a bailee, banker, agent, ete. Tt is not essential that
the offence should be called by the same name in both coun-
tries. Counsel for the prisoner had said that both countries
vse the same language. Roughly, they do: but one cannot help
knowing that the same meaning is not in all cases given to
the same word. Tt was also held, that another charge, that
the prisoner had received deposits when he knew that the
hank was insolvent or in failing circumstances, was not an of-
fence by the law of England. (The King v. Dix, 18 Times
Law Reports, 231.)




