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strament was an “ undertaking for the poyraent
of money " within 24 & 25 Vie, ¢. 92 8, 28.—
Reg. v. Chambers, L, B, 1 C, C, 341,
Ses Baxxrurroy, 4; Prionivy; Proor,
Boxp,~—Jee Menonaxr,
BeOKER,

1. A jobber In the stock exchange agread to
purchase certain shares of the plsintiff, and
gave him a ticket containing the name of the
transfevce to whom the shares were afterward
tranferred. SBubsequently the transferee turned
out to be asn iofant, of which ‘et both the
other parties had been ignorant, and the
plaintiff was obliged to pay calls on the shares.
The plaintiff brought a bill alleging that the
jobber was the prineipal in sald sale, and pray-
ing specific performance and indemnity for all
past and future calls, leld, that the custom
of the stock exchange discharging s jobber
when he had given the name of ths transferee
and paid for the shares, discharged the defen
dant.—Heanie v, Morris, L. R. 13 Eq. 208,

8, The defendants, fruit-brokers, gave the
plaintiffs a contract nots as follows: * We Muve
this day eold for your account to our principal,
fifty tons raisins, M. & W, Brokers,”” The de-
fendant’s princip-l accepted part of the raisins
only, and the plaintiffs sued the brokers, offering
svidence of a custom in the London fruit trade
that if the principal wes not named in the con.
tract note the broker was personally bound;
elso of a similar custom in the London colonial
market. Jleld, that the evidence was admis.
sible, and that the brokera were liable for the
non-performance of the contract. — Fleet v.
Murton, L. R, 7 Q. B, 127, '

3. The d.fendant, a merchant in Liverpool,
employed tha plaintiffs, taliow.brokers in Lon.
don, o buy fifty tons of tallow for him in
London. By the custom of the London tallow
trade, brokers eontract in their own name and
are personallg liable for the total quantity of
tallow they need, passing to their principals
bought notes for the specific quantity ordered,
The plaintiffs bought 150 tons of tallow and
sent the defendant a bought note for 50
tons according to said custum, and the de-
fendant refused to nccept, Held, (by Kelly,
C.B,, Channell, B, and Blackburn, J.), that the
defendant was bound by said custom,  Held (by
Mellor and Hannen, JJ, and Clessby, B.), that
the plaintiffs, being employed as brokers, could
not et up a custom of which the defendant
was ignorant, whereby to maks thomselves
principals. -~ Mollett v. Robinson, L, R. 7 C, P,
{Ex, Ch.) B4; 8.0 L. R.6C.P. 846; & Am,
Law Rev. 478,

BurLprxe,

An unfinishod house, of which all the walls,
external and internal, ware built and finished,
the roof on and finished, & considerable part
of the flooring lald, and of which the internal
walls and cellings wore roady for plastering,
held, & building, = Reg. v, Manning, L, R. 1
C. C. 838,

Carao,—-8ee Sure,

CarnIER.—Ses BaiLugnt,®

Cuanag,—Ses Lraacy, 1.

Cuaniry,—8Ses LEaacy, 6.

Crose 1x Aoriox.—See ussaxp axD Wire,
Craes.—S8¢s Lrgacy, 5,

Coprcir.—See WiLr,

CoxmoN Carrigr,—Ses BaiLuesr,
Company,

1. The directors of a company formed to take
the bustness of an old firm, issued o prospectus
in which they omitted to atate the insolvency
of the firm. The directors believed that by
obtaining additional  capital from the sale of
shares in the company, the business of the firm
could he carried on with profit, Held, that the
directors were personally liable for omission to
state the firm’e insolvency in the prospectus to
the purchaser of shares, unless the latter post-
poned for an unressonable time inquiry into
the trath of the representations in the pros-
pectus upon the faith of which he took his
shares, Jt seems, that if an allotted of shares
is barred from proceeding aguinst the directors
by time or condonation, hin transferes is barred
also.—Peek v. Gurney, L. R. 18 Eq. 79,

2. A, applied for shares in a company, and
on March 15, shares were allotted him, and the
letter of allotment was posted March 18, A,
had omitted in his application the name of the
city in which he lived, and in consequence ssid
letter did not reach him until Merch 21, On
March 20, A. posted a letter of allotment posted
& letter withdrawing his application for shares.
Held, that the letter of allotment posted to the
address A, had given, was a good allotment.—
In ve Imperial Land Co, of Marssilles: Towun-
send’s Caze, L. R. 18 Eq. 148,

8. In 1860 8. agreed to become a director in
a company and signed the memorandum of
association for 200 shares, Refore signing,
the solicitor of the company informed 8. that
he could withdraw if two-thirds of the capital
were not subseribed, but the articles of assoola-
tion only provided that the directors nced not
ge on with the company if said amount were
not subecribed. Tho dirsctors resolved to begin
business before said emoust was subscribed,
and 8. therefors resigned as director, and bis



