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00l1 lot be put on the list of contributories in
repect 0f the three thousand five hundred and
t*elltY shares purchased by him.-In te Wedg-
2"'dGol4 Iron Go. Ander8on's Case, 7 Ch. D.
75.

3' 'A' COltract was made Oct. 15, 18 75, between
t"Plaintiff and the promoters of a proposed

oornPOanY. Dec. 16, 1875, the company came
411i1y itio existence, and subsequently ratified

th ortract, and acted on it. He, that the
eýo]ýPalnY was liable on the contract.-Spller v.

PrSkatng Rinlc Go., 7 Ch. D. 368.
' Under a contract not registered as required

Ythe Companies Act, 1867 (30 and 31 Viet. c.
'l1S hares in a limited company were allotted

t"Party with whom the company made the
colrcand were duly registered by the

oý'ý1Pau1Y as such. The shares are sub-
%elenl transferred for value as fully

Peid UP shares to N., who had no no-
tice of anly irregularity in their issue. On
theWe9ldiing up of the cornpany, held, reversing

th flIng Of HALL, V. C., that the company was

U Pdto deny that the shares were fully paid

a 4d that the officiai liquidator could flot
ve-Put upon the list of contributories as a

holder of shares not fully paid up.-ln re
P«e'n'e3 Pure Lnoeed Gake Go., 7 Ch. 5.33.

5* At' Uflimited oompany was formed in 1843,
Utder a deed of settiement, in which it was pro-
%ied that a shareholder should have no more
tht1 twltvoeadtanosaehud

tlIgferred to any person not first approved
bthe directors. A controversy arose as to the

. 5Irability of turning the company into a lim-
Itoeleoýn1Pany; and the plaintiff, a large share-

h0oe)having several thousand shares, trans-
fereo 80oe shares by -- bona fide sale to one E.,

O]d'ther shares to, his nephew, to hold as trus-
eefol' hiMself. These transfers were made in

'OMer t0 secure more votes for the project which
ýthe Plainâtiff had in 'view. The directors refused
to 4PPrOll and acce pt the transferees, but wlth-0 14t Objectng to the character of the latter, or
Prêteun htte wr o roe esn te

401 8telk ini the company. Held, that the dirc-
trhr ou1ld be ordered te, approve the transfers,

%4tey had no power to, refuse, except for per-
'144 objection to the transferees. Th 1ey could

efUse, because they did not approve of what
ytlhOught; to be the object of the transfer.-'

'9%~ v Farquahar, 7 Ch. D. 591.

Compoition.-A purchaser from a debtor, who
at the timie of the purchase had filed a petition
in banlkruptcy, and whose creditors ha4 accepted
a composition, held, flot bound to enquire whe-
ther the instal ments provided for in the compo-
sition had ail been paid, as the debtor has comn-
plete control of his propcrty fromn the time of
the composition until the creditors again take
action under section 26 of the Bankrupt Act, %md
have him adjudged bankrupt.-In re Keare4
Glayion'8 Contract, 7 Ch. D. 615.

Consi .eration..-See Guaranty.
Con$truction...... Oct. 21, at 12.40 P.m.1 the

excise officer discovered a dog belongiflg te, the
respondent, and without a license. At 1.10 the
saine day, the owner teok out a license, which.
ran from the date hereof, &c. The dog law (30
V'îct. c. 5) provides that cievery license shall
cominence on the day"l on which it is graiited.
HUeld, that the respondent had violated the act.
CamPbell v. Strangeways, 3 C. P. D. 105.

2. The word Ilpaintings," used in a stattite ini
the Phrase "lpaintings, engravings, pictures,"
lsld) flot te include colored working models, and
designs for carpets and rugs, though painted by
hand and by skilled persons, and each worth as
much as £30 as models, but valueless as works
Of art - Woodward v. T'he London 4 North-waîterfl
Railway GO., 3 Ex. D. 121.

Coningent Remainder.-See Devise.

Contract....Plaintiff sued te recover £5 and a
week's wages. The defendant set up a contract
under which the plaintiff agreed te be condiic-
for on defendant's tramway, and to deposit £5
as securitY for the performance of his duties;
and, in case of his discharge for breach of the

miles of the company, the £5 and bis wages for
the current week were te ho retained as liquida-
ted damages. The manager of the compafly wBB
te be cisole judge between the company and the
conductor " as to whether the same should be
retained, and his certificate was te ho binding
and conclusive evidence in the courts as to, the

amOunt to ho retained, and "lshould bar the
conductor of ahl right to r*icover." Plaintiff
was discharged for violatiug a rule of the com-
pany. IIeld, that the agreemlenit was good, and

the certificate of the .manager that the forfeiture
haît been incurred was conclusiVe.-% London

Tramway Go., Limited, v. BaileY, 3 Q. B. D. 217.
Gontributoii...4See romnpan3/, 2, 4.
Contleyance....See Vendor and -Purcha$er.
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