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DIGEST OF ENGLisir LAW REpoRTs.

the ceîupany the value of tise siares, ot the
tlane tlie cornp ny refuscd la recognize hlm ns
a sinireholder, oiti inîcrest froin tint lime.-

la re Buahia 4 San rancisco Railway Co., Linw

I{cp. f Q. B. 584.
2. Thle articles cf association cf a company

pioîded tli thei business should ho fixed,
deterjini,ad and regulated by suci rules,

.1tct ns, and by-lao's as the directors

migit frotta 0115: to time ntalk, oshici shoulel
ho entereci lu a buok kept for thnl purpuse,
an.d sigueti tsy tlireo dire-tors. A by-laos su
Imatie probuibited certain acts. A resulution
authioîizug core cf su(li nefs osas nfterosards

pascd by flie directors and ontered.inl their
minute bo' k, but îlot enterel lu flic boule of

by-li.ws ncr siguedi iy the directers. Per

Li An J., tint a third person onoud flot

b- oEucli d by the by-lios unless it was proveti

tlat lie kiies il; and, Nemsble, that lied lie

lentîsi it, tlie resolutien of the directors osould.
bavc d,,ne awavy oiti its etl'ect.-1?oyal Bankt

ofIai's Ca8c, Law Rep. 4 Ch. 2.52.

3. A siarebolder in a cor.epaniy, in behaîfl of
hiins, If ani tlie otlier giareliolders, May mnain-

tain a bill t set asde an agreemetby the

coatpalny as ultr'a vires, sifliont jomning as

(Mfesîîj.nts any cf tlîe sliarebolders whîo have

al ,slýted to tlie agree nient. - Cliîch ve. lSVîan-
cia! Corpoationî, Liw os{p. 4 Ch. 117.

Sec BILLS ANDS NOvES, 2, 3 ; ESToPELrn

Moaao.AGsn, 1 ; PeAILWAY ; SALE, 2-6i
SrATUTla, ULTalA Vinas8.

CCPAsoe'scvT-See Ifue11Nvcu A\ND Wuoe, 2.
CON DITION.

A bease cont-sineci a provisu for re-efitry iu
case tle lessee or any occupier of thc promises
sieould lie cornvicted cf an offence against the
gaule losvs. fihe occupier cf the pf'cniscs bav-

ing boen cunvicted of killing game witiaut a
gaule certificats, tlie assignes cf flic reversion,

brîtuflhî ejecînent. l, tint li c ould not
mntîain the actiou (per MAETIX, CILSNELLi.
anl CLE'eSBY, BB ), because flic condition did
flot rnt thife lnbd, aud tlierefore flic as-
siguce eoulci nul avâil hiamacîf cf ils lircac
(p tr KELLY, C.B.), because killing gîlme w ith-

out a, certiticate osas ant offence,' ne0t aginst

the gaore, but ageluet tlie revenus laos.-
îSee as v. ('opp, Laws Rep. 4 Ex, "0.

See, LEGACY, b VrNcOa AND PUIICHAsea OF

REAL ESTuf a, 2.
Cuasen ENTIAL BELATION-Sec UNDUa INlFLUENCEt.
CONILICT os' LAws.

Wliere aui Eiîglisimatn contrsets n Ucbt lu a
foreegn counîtry lte provisions cf the lex loci

coï2lt ,o do Dot avait lu entitîs tie creditor

to î nymerit of bis debt out of equit:.ble assets
administered lin this country, iu priority to
other creditors-Pardo v. Bit gm. Law Rep.

6 Eq. 485.
See COLLISIONs, 1.

CONSPIRACY-&0e IoNDiCTMFN0T, 2.
CONTEN UT.

1. Whule a suit was pending to jestrain the

infring"uîent of a pot' nt, lu whieb one of the

issues raised vas as to the niovelty of the plain-
tîff's invention, a discussion having arisen. itn

a new'spaper as ta the merits of the invenition,

the defcndant's solicitor wrote, under an, as-

sumoci naine, a leiter, ovhich svas publi.shed in

the newspaper, takir.g part lin thse discussioni,

aud alI"girig faoÉs tending to di'sprove the

novelty of the invention. Thle plai tilf, ttiere-

upon, sent to the edito.r of the inewspapr a

letter, whicli the editor refu'.e, to insert oit

accounit of its persontal nnpuuifa in whieli
lie referred to the, suit, and suggested tIet the

writer of the letter was aut lt esÉec p lrty.

Thle editor, not knowiog tint the writer osas

the solicitor iu the suit, but knowing tint lic

osas a solicitor, subsequently 1'uh1ish'c a fui'-

ther letter from hlm disputing the n'lvety of

the invention. lieUd, tihat the s0lic;tor bîad

been guilty of contempt iu putii".,hirig letters
tending to influenice the re%îalt of' tue suit. A
motion te commit the publislier of tie news-
paper for conten:pt was refuseci, but wosleut

comts.-Daw v. ELIey, Law -Rtp. 7 Eq. 49.
2. For a newspaper to pouisi affhlatvits

tll in beliîf of the plaintif' in a bill of
equity (but riot y et before lthe court), V ith,
ontinents tendîng to prejudice the pladntiff's

case, is a conltempt. - icnrae v. dlosloî,, Lawo
Rep. 7 Eq. 5.5, note.

8. Wlieu there la no coluasion, a bu- baud
osili net ho coînmiîted for bis wit'o's breach
of iinjunction.-Ilotge v. Garneie, Lawx R,,p. 7
Eq. 2.54.

Se COSTS.

CONTIA CT.

A. applied for oroslcm"n to the Free Lnbar
Society, and fild np an I signed a 'r econ-

taining the particulars and tous of eniploy-

ment, and is address et S. T[is tern vas

read over o B. by the ilecretary of t'e society,
,aud B. Ilicu signeci an agr ement headeci IlFree

Luor Society," liy oshici lie stateci th 't ho bat]
secepteci employment ont S, anU Iagreed that
one-liaif day's wages, Ilbeing i te ufi

Society for olttiulig i. tlie esooct
should lie dedlued frocs li~s î, ages, and I Oat hic

osouid not quit "the scrvice cf bis eIs:I s-o or"

osithout j ust cauScý lieU, thi it thse dci ee:ts
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