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himself the two opposite characters of buyer and seller; nor purchase on
account of another that which he sells on his own account: Cook on Stock-
holdeys, s, 653. ,
Leases between Director and Company.—Nor can a lease between a director and
1s Company be enforced. Where a firm of which a railway director was a
i‘:‘ember obtained a lease of a refreshment saloon from his company, and assigned
to a third party, and the company then removed their station to another
Ocality, the assignee of the director’s firm was held entitled to no relief. Giffard,
Si; C-’. said: The plaintiff can have no greater rights, and can stand in no better
“?t.mn than his assignor; and it is perfectly clear from the statute, and the
CCisions in the House of Lords, that his assignor, having been a director of
€ Company at the time of entering into the lease with the company, could not
Ve maintained a bill for specific performance against the company: Flanagan
-Gow., Ry. Co., 19 L.T.N.S., 345, s.c., L. R., 7 Eq., 116. '
ice Omf'm'ssion for services.—Moneys paid over to two directors (chairmap argd
o Cha}lrman), of a bank, and to the‘ manager (not a director), for services in
te Moting the amalgamation of their bank with another, were ordered to be
Unded to the bank, subject, however,to deduction in the case of the manager,
ao Was to be allowed a reasonable compensation for the loss of his office of
Nager: General Exchange Bank v. Horner, L. R. 9., Eq. 480.
Wectors selling to the Company.—The promoters of a company who were also
o aiths, purchased land and sold it to their company at an increased price,
in Jling the difference for themselves. Part of the purchase money was paid
lrec‘:benture bonds. After the company had gone into liquidation, another
deben(:r Pur.chased, at a large discount from the first named directors, some of the
auegedufs issued to them for the purchase money of the land. The director
the ot at he knew nothing of the pfOﬁt,' or “salting,” in the purchase; but
Whic “brt held that it must attribute to him, as a director, all the knowledge
. d'l'y reasonable diligence he would have acquired, and that by reason-
that tl ‘gsnce he might have found out all about the transaction, and
intimate ebGntl‘xres were corruptly and improperly issued. The Court th.en
ed that his claim should be disallowed unless he accepted the offer, which
debent?rn r.nade at the hearing, of the amount af:tually paid by hi.m for the
sharp CO:' Ex partc. Larking, 6 Ch.D., 56(?. This judgment contains some
Same g ments, which it would be beneficial to some directors to read. The
direct o, a:Pphes to the sale of any other kmd. of property to his company by a
'OJ‘{ts a profit to himself : Redmontf V. Dickerson, g N.J., Eq. 507- .
Qompany m‘;‘i‘ by the Part?wr of a Dzrector.—Qne Coleman, a Jlrecto.r in a
°°mpany’ ?I‘ha partner, Knlghf, who was not in any way connected w1tl.1 the
Profit Wa:s n e firm had a business transaction with the company, on which a
Ders (direct;ade by the partnership. The House of Lords held that the part-
Tofits receir and non-member), were liable’to make good to the company the
shoylq be h Ygd by the firm. Lord Chelmsford considered that the partner
cen ignOrait to know the law, and dealt with his case thus: If Knight had
that the money which was brought into the partnership, was
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