
Ea;ijy iVoleCS f Ca;z ad/laet Case"".

theY wf)uld not accept their stock and wvould

lbave nothing more 10 do with the company, but

~proceeclings were taken by them to relieve

tnseesfrum liability; anct nu proceedings

Weere taken against thi-m until the cflnpany xvas

WOufld uin 19r

Je/d, distinguishing NiclioPs Case, 29) Chy.D.
421, that as these persons had flot a mere ini-

ehaeright to receive shares, but were actu-
~all3Y sharehoiders and members of the company

by Virtue of the charter, mere statements of this

kind and the lapse of time and the failure of the

e 1ieýtors to enforce payment of the shares did

'l~ot relieve themn.

YThere is no liability to pay for shares until a

talli s made and notice thereof given to the

ahareholder, andi until that time the Statute of

Linuitations dues flot begin to run against the

'01flPany. XVhere, therefure, pers'ons wvere

tlanled in the charter issued in i88o as shaze-

hOlders, they were in 1891 heid liable to pay the

atfllount of their shares, no formai cal1 baving in

the tneantime been made.

JUdgment of the County Court of Peel af-
fitred

S/teblZey, Q.C., for the appellants.

U11OS, QGC., for the respondent.

-- [Oct. 10.

MORRISON V. WATTS.

Sand' tries/ee- Fidzciaiy re/tiojis/up-

K lerchase of trust proerty-Assi.fluinc)2s ana'
?refeflenc Act, le.S.O., c. z 2 ,iz-Ins;bcc/ors.

J APurcliase by the assignee for the benefit of

Cdtors of the assets of the estate made by
at the request of the inspectors of the

~Sate, after futile efforts to selI at auction and

Y h Private tender, and after a circular letter %vas

Sen bY the inspectors to each creditor stating

atthe sale would be made unless objection
)a tknwas set aside, there being evidence

t at te time of thie purchase the trustee knew

an was negotiating witli, a possible pur-

"laSer, to whom he afterwards re-sold at a large

Profit, an idfot disclose this informationl t0

e' in 
1 'pec tors.

A hOugh the Assigniments and Preferences

CC, ..Oc 124, does flot clearly define the
wers or duties of the inepectors of an insol-

Ven tsae it would appear that they have no

""VWer,Unî,ý; specially autborized by the credit-
rir

Obind the creditors by anything they do

in disposing Ot tile estate, the clibposa1 of whichk
is in the hands of the creclitors, and, in default

of directions by them, in the bands of the judge

of the County Court.
Judgmnent of ARMOUR, C.J., affirmed, BUR-

TON, J.A., dissefltiflg.
S. H. Blake, QGC., and A. Watts for the ap-

pellant.
W. S. Br-emster for the respondent.

GOODLRHAM ÉlT AL. V. CITY OF TORONTO.

Wa(y--Pieblic /11g/zo6y - p/an - Dedication-

User--R.S. 0., c. 152, S. 62 MVuniciki cor-

P.oratiois-By-law.

Section 62 of R.S.O., c. 152, which provides

that ail ailowances for streets surveyed in cities

or any part thereof which have been or inay be

surveyed and laid out and laid down on the

plans thereof, and upofi which lots of land

frontîng upon such aliowances for streets bave

been or may be sold to purchasers, shall be pub-

lic bighways and streets and commons, is retro-

active, and applies to streets laid out oni plans

made and registered before the passing of the

Act.
A piece of land in Toronto of about twenty

acres in extent was, in 1854, surveyed and laid

Ont in lots and streets, and a plan was duly

registered. Certain lots were sold and were

conveyed according to the plan, but were after-

wards repurchased by the original owners of

the picce of land, predecessors in title of the

plaintiffs, and the whoie piece was theri fenced

in and used as a field until 1888, wben the city,

without passing any by-law, proceeded to open

the stretts.
He/i4 that the streets sbown on the plan were

bighways wbich the city %vere entitled to open,

but that a by-law was necessary.

J udgnîent of the Comnmon Pleas Division, 21

O.R. 120, affirmiiig, by a division of opinion

that of FERGUSON, J., affiriiied.

Mass, QC., and Pi. IJcK(ly foi the appellants.

Robinson, QC., for the respondefits.

SIrVENSON ET AL. v. DAVIS.

Vendor anad purchaser ~~Possession - Interest.

This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from the

judgment of the Chancery Division, reported

54'1


