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hiIself the two opposite characters of buyer and seller; nor purchase on
2aCcOunt of another that which he selis on his own account: Cook on Stock-
holders, s. 653.

bsLeases between Director and Company.-Nor can a lease between a director and
'iCompany be enforced. Where a firm of which a railway director was a

!nenber obtained a lease of a refreshmnent saloon from his company, and assigned
it to a third party, and the Company then rernoved their station to another
lOcalitY, the assignee of the director's firm was held entitled to no relief. Giffard,

V.C aid: The plaintiff can have no greater rights, and can stand in no better
Situation than his assignor; and it is perfectly clear from the statute, and the
4CCisions in the House of Lords, that his assignor, having been a director of
the Company at the time of entering into the lease with the cornpany, could not
have îflaintained a bill for specifie performance against the Company: Flanagan

* G W. Ry. Co., i9 L.T.N.S., 345 s.c., L. R., 7 Eq., 116.

Coinnission for services.-Moneys paid over to two directors (chairman and
"ice chairman), of a bank, and to the manager (not a director), for services in
Pron.îoting the amalgamation of their bank with another, were ordered to be
refunded to the bank, subject, however,to deduction in the case of the manager,
Who xvas to be allowed a reasonable compensation for the loss of his office of
manager: General Exchange Bank v. Horner, L. R. 9., Eq. 480.

'Directors selling to the Coknpany.-The promoters of a company who were also
4ireetors, purchased land and sold it to their company at an increased price,
retaiii ng the différence for themselves. Part of the purchase money was paid

in eben1ture bonds. After the company had gone into liquidation, another
ýiet purchased, at a large discount from the first named directors, some of the

dentures issued to them for the purchase money of the land. The director
Rlleged that he knew nothing of the profit, or ',salting," in the purchase ; but
the Court held that it must attribute to him, as a director, ahi the knowledge
W'hich by reasonable diligence he would have acquired, and that by reason-
able diligence he might have found out aIl about the transaction, and
tha't the debentures were corruptîy and improperîy issued. The Court then

j"tInted that his claim should be disallowed unless he accepted the offer, which
d ej rnade at the hearing, of the amount actualhy paid by him for the4entures: Ex Parte Larking, 6 Ch.D., 566. This judgment contains somne

1harp comments, which it would be benefiilt oedrcost ed h
saine rule o oedretr o ed h

rui e aPplies to the sale of any other kind of property to his company by adeCtor, at a profit to himself : Redrnd v. Dickerson, 9 N.J.-, Eq. 507.
Profits mnade by the Partner of a Director.-One Colemnan, a direct or in a

P-OiPanlyp had a partner, Knight, who was not in any way connected with the
c0inpanY. The firru had a business transaction with the« company, on which a
Profit was niade by the partnership. The House, of Lords held that the part-
ners (director and flon-member), were liabieto mnake good to the company the
Profits received by the firru. Lord Chelmsford considered that the partner

lhldbe hehd to know the law, and deait with his case thus: If Knight had
ben gnt that the money which was brought into the partnersh ip, was


