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facts required by law to be stated therein does flot per se entitie
- hareholder who has taken shares on the faith of the prospectus

to a rectification of the register.

STOCK EixcHANGz--BRoxER AND CLIENT-PURCHASE 0F SH1AEE-
CARIRYý.G OVER-A CCOVNT RENDERED BY BROICER TO CLIENT-
OMISSION BY BROKCER TO GIVE PARTICULARS 0P 17IS CIIARGES-
EiQUITÂBLE IYORTGA'fl''-IMPLIED PIOWEll OP' SALE-REABON-
ABLE NOTICE TO MOR±0'..GOR.

In Stubbs v. Slater (1910) 1 Ch. 632, an appeal was liad froin
the decision of Neville, J. (1910) 1 Ch. 193 (noted ante, p. 166),
holding that where a broker who had purehased shétres for the
plaintiff on margin, and who in his aceounts for carrying the
shares over, had ehttrged a suim of 81,dA. per share net. whieh in-
cluded both his own and the jobber's eharges, but how îuuch the
jobber and how much the broker werc re4peetively eharging -vas
flot speeified, the broJker in sucb a case is not eintitlp(d to recover
his own charges against his client becauise they wvere in the nature
of "a secret profit." The Couirt of Appeal (Cozens-lurdly, M.R.,
and Buckley, L.J., and Joye, J.) wcre unahile to agree with tliis
vicw, and held that the defendint having mnade bis charges in a
way customary according to the well-kiiown praetice of the stock
exehiange, ard the charges heing proî)er and reasonable, lie wvas
entitled to recover themn. On the other point iii the. case as the
right of the defendant, as the holder of an equitable mnortgage
of shares to secure the balance due by the plaintif, to an ixnplied
power of sale of the security and as te tîn' sifficieiiey of the notice
given for the Durpose of exercisiting, that power thc Court of
Appeal agreed with Neville, J.

MORTGAGE TO SECURE CURRENT ACWTBNCSBEUN
MORTGM3-APPItopRizý.TN OF PAY1-,NTs-R-iLE IN CLAY-
TON 'S CASE.

Deeley v. Lloyd's Baaik (1910) 1 Ch. 64S. In this case the
well-known mile in Cia yto>îs case as to tlic, appropriation of pay-
ments wvas unsucccssfully invoked. The faets w'ere as follows.
One Glaze in 1893 mortgaged property to the defendants to secuire
an overdraft on bis cirrent account lintited to £2,500, and the
bank held other seeurity for the overdraft to the amotint of
£1,000. In 1895 -ho nortgaged the saine property to the plaintiff
subjeLt to the prier mortgage. Notice of plaintiff's mortgoge
was given to the defendants, and they without opening any niew


