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BUILDING OOxTIAT-CONSTNUOTION - AnoiTEoT 'S CEaTiFicàTE
-FINÂiL4TY-REERENCE OP DISPUTES TO ASEITRÂTION,

In Robini v. Goddazrd (1905> 1 K.B. 5194 the Court of Appeal
(Collinaq, M.R., and Stirling and Mathew, L.JJ.) have reveraed
thc decision of Farwell, J. (1904) 2 Ch. 261 (noted antý, vol.
40, p. 836). One would have thought that the editor o£ the
reports would have been better advised had he placed this report
iii the current Chancery, instead of in the K.B., volume. This,
by the way. The case it nay be remembered turng upon the
construction of a building contract of a somewhat special char-
acter, By its ternis the work was subject to the control of
kit iirchitect and payxnents were to bc mnade thereunder upon
lusq certificate, but the contract also prmsided that defects whiph
r-n:glt appear within twelve rhonths from the completion were
to be inade good by the contractor gt his own expense upon the
written direction of the crchitect, unless the architeet should
oprtify that be war, entitled to be paid therefor. TFhe enitract
Also provided that the architect 's certificates for pqyment were
tiot to hec conclusive evidence as to the sufl¶ciency of the work.
'Pihe arehiteet had given certificates for payment; and to recover
the amounts thus certified the action was brought. The arehiteet
liad not eertîfied as to any defeets to be mnade good hy the con-
trator. The first clause provided that any disputes were to be
qett led by arbitration, and that the arbitrator should have power
tct review and revise any Pertificates given. The defendants set
iip by way of defenee and counterclaim that the work donc was
(btteetivo and not in accordance witl' the contract. Farwell, J.,
held that iu the absence of any eertikicate by the architeet as to
deftetive wvork tu be nmade good, his certificates for payment
wvro eoneliisive. The Court of Appeal, hoNvover, held thnt th('
arbit ration clause destroyed the finality of his certificate. anti
thiat the defendants w-ere entitled to set up the defence and

Co.INi Ny - LIMITE) IAABILITY -COMPANY TRADING N FORIGN
VOI'NTRY -PERSONAL LIMIILITY OF' SIfA1EHOI4 OEIS UNDER
;')IIEIOIN LAW-CoNFLICT 0F LAWS.

1itdson ro-n and L. Works v. Furness (1905) 1 K.B. 304 is
fi s<tînewhat singular case, in which, a qluestion waq riied (if
80111Ve iimportance in comp&xny law. The defendant wvas ii shar<'-
hlder iu an English limited company formed for thv piurpose
of earrýying on a îuining busincas in thŽ Unitod St&ites. The
eonii),91v acquired and worked mîines iii California, andi, in the
C1t1wlN of their buL;iness, eontracted a debt with thW phiintiff
eonipany in that State. By the law (if C.ilifo)rniaý the Rhare-


