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PRUICIPAL AND) AUEWr--SALE 0F ACI1fNTjg OWN PROPERTV TO PRINC[PdI..-NoN->!scLOSURitf
or lbtIF.R&ET.

CaVCildi,.fe V. Fen»ti, 12 App. Cas. 653, was an applicatih by a shareholder of
a conipany in liquidation to compel a director to accoutit for alleged breach of
trust, on the ground that the director had allom-ed the company ta purchase
a property in which lie had an-interest. and at a- price fhr excceding the
allegéd value. The application, iii t*e op inion of the Flouse of Lords, failcd eni
the evidence, andi on this ground the decision of the Court of Appt-al (29 Chy.
D3. 795) was afflrmed by their Lordships; and thecir Lordships further considered
that it ývas doubtful whether the appellant, whose shares were fully paici up, and
who faîled to show that hc wvould have any pccuniary interest i the re4uit, had
in any case any right to invoke the assistance of the Court.

SrP-Msî~In.,0 1ANOP ~ R«f IN' flATIe le OVSIPFT II$L F NIASVl1
FOR.

The short point decided by the 1 tousc of Lords iii Silimore v. /ie'n, 12 App.
Cas. 698, wvas, that the cmp]oyment of a mhip's broker at a foreign port to procure
a cargo and adjust termns for its carniage dots not givc the broker any implied
power to relieve the master, when signing the bills of lading pr-esente1 to hini,
from sccing thi'- the dates o. qhipment arc correctly stated thierein; and that for
breach of this duty the master is, notwithstanding the employrncnt of thc brokecr,
liabje ta the oivners. The Lords reverseci the Court of Appe.i! and restored the
judgment of the Divisional Court.

TRUSEF ! ~<Vs'M FT H ZAR0tsSEtUR11-V.

Lea<~d v I/ii/.y, 12 App. Cas. 7-27ý, waï an appeal fram the Court of Appeal
in the case liv ~ IJ'/tîfl1q & J-i'Yiit/ey v. LeaiVi, 33 Chy. D). 347, nated mIte v(ol. 2,3

P. 29. Trustces invested the trust fund on a mortgagc of a brickficld, with bt;*Id.
ings and mnachinery and plant afflxed to the soif, being advised by competent
valuers that the propcrty wvas a good secunity, for the amnoutit investcd, such
valuation bcing based on the business being a going conccrn. The busine-.-s
caffe ta, an end, the property depreciatect ini value, and the kioney, investud couli
not bc realized fromi the .:curity. The Lords held the trustees liable ta make
good the loss, on the ground that the security was in tact a speculative trading
venture, the propriety of investing ini which the trustees urere bound ta excercise
their own judgment upon, and could flot delegate ta others, and though they
had acted bomafide, they were nevertheless hiable.

AbiaiITRATioN-MISTAKE OF ARBITR'OR IN tA~E0AINOF tB1NJ~5
DICTION OF COURT TU GIV!X LKAR TO REVOKE SUBMISSION.

East and W&rst Iftdia D"c Co. v. Kirk, î,? App. Cus. 738. In this case a
reference was penâung between the parties ini respect to matters in difl'erence
which arose in the t»recution of a contract, %,hih by the termis of the contat
wem- required ta bc referred to an arbitrator. The arbitrator received evideace
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