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but long previous- thereto, and the directors(w~ery and expedient to give the defendants a mort-the 86,000) take steps for the purpose. Undaer sec.8 l'ad power to do ail that the by-law nuthoriqed, ando be conisdered that the failure to refer to ail theg theli to do the act should render.it nugatory.of individuais possigand exercising powers ofr sale it lias been so held. See Kelly v. ImperialL. R. 526, li S. C. R. 516, and cases there cite(].ere is to be borne in mind the principle tliat this1 not be open to the company, aud tliat in thisntiff occupies no higlier position.
Ints, having received a 'nortgflage, apparently duly'alf of the Company, were entitled to assume thatsasry to its valid execution had been regulirly andThere is a distinction between what directors hlaveat ail and what they hiave powver to do provided

ibound by acts of the lutter visass in favour of ailwlth themi hona fide without notice of irregu-they may b. gullty: Liudley on Companies, 6thintueton itae appq tobeprorantI the purpose for which it was agreed ho b.is nohhur ho shew that the defendauts were awareýrregularitie-, prereding.itg execution, 'Upon tisile the Iearned trial Judge's Conclusion should b.lnftrunen upheld.
h. question upon whl<eh the Iearn.d trial Judg.danWf; favour. The. mortgage having bt-en miade

iths nex pr eed ng t e c nim nee entof th eig R pesumpi that it waa, mqd. wfih n~


