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tling day being the lSîb of May. l3efore the

settling day the defendants, on a day called

the naine-day, in accordance with the custoin

cf the stock exohiange, gave to tbe plaintiff's

broker the naines cf seventeen persons as ulti-

mate purchasers. The plaintiff execoted ac-

cordingly seventeen deeds of transfer, and on

the settling day by bis broker banded thera

and the sbare certificates te tbe defendafits,

Wbo thereupon paid the agreed price. The

company bad, in the mean time, stopped psy-

ment, and was ordered wound up. The seven-

teen transferees baad paid their porchase-inoney

to the defendants and had received the deeds

of transfer, but bad not execoted thein, and

the plaintiff was obliged te pay cal]s on the

~bares. On a bill by tbe plaintiff fgainst the

deienodants4, claiming indemnity against the

calls; lield (reversing the decree Of MALINS,

V.C.), tbat the contract must bie interpreted

accordiîîg te the rules etf the stock exclbange,

and tliat after the defendants bad paid the

purcbase-money, and given tbe naines cf trans-

ferees to wliom the vendor executed transfers,

and after thiese transferees bad received the

transfers arid paid the purclîase-money, the

liability of tle defendants ceiised, and that

the bll should be dismissed.-Coles v. Bris-

towe, Law Hep. 4 Chi. 3; s. p. Grissell v. Bris-

toure. (Exch. Ch., reversing judgment of the

Coin mni Pleas.> Law Rep. 4 C. P. 36 Ses

aise llswlcins v. Maleby, Law Rep. 4 Ch. 200.

8. But the liability of the jobler does net

cease, if the person named by im as ultirnate

purchaFser is Dot a person wbe is bouud te

take the shares.-Maxuted v. Paine, Law Rep.

4 Ex. 81.

4. Whien peroons contract te boy or sell

shares tbrough brokersi and johbers on the

stock excbaîîge, they contract according te the

Oustoni of ulie excbaoge, by wbich the buyer

or seller et' shares ondertakes te boy or sell

fron, or te the person wbose naine is given te

bim on name-day.-llodqkisii Y. Kelly, Law

Rep. 6 E q. 4963.

5. Plaintiff, on ýNov. 2, through bis brokers,

13old cone huodred shares te tle defendants,

Stock.jobbers. The sale-nota expressed tbtt

the salie was "ýsobject te the roles of the stock

exobiange, and with registrationi goaranteed,"

aise that payment was te hae made on Nov. 15;

sbortly befere this date defendants sent te the

plaintiffs brokers the naine of Hl. as transferee

'witb tbe porchase-moncy, and the transfèe

Were exeeoted by the plaintiff te i. The

tlransfers net having been executed by T-., the

defendants obtaincd a decree for specific per-

formance by H-. of the contract with' thcrn and

for indemnity. Meanwhile the conipaily had

been wound up, an(1 the plaintiff wats piaced

on the list of contributories. H-e then filed

this bill against the defendants for a decree

for speciflo performance and indcmnity. ,The

plaintiff having died, bis exeenitor, baving
been placed on the list, revived the suit. The

estate was insufficient: Jleld, (1) that the

stock-jobbers were principals; (2) that the

facts did nlot show a novation of the original

contract, and that the plaintiff was entitled to

the decee prayed for; (8) tbiit the right to

indernnity waq net limited to the anount of

dividend which the estate could pny, but that

the execotor had all the rigbts which hie

testator, if living, would have had.-Cru8d v.

Paine, Law Rep. 6 Eq 641.

6. The plaintiff 801d twenty shares on May

10, on the stock exchange te one P., a jeliber

for the settling-daY, Mfty IG. The defendant,

on MaIy 2, booght of P. twenty shares in the

saine Company for the saine day ; and on May

14, having Iearned that the plaintiff was to

supply the shares, instructed P. te give the

Dame of C. as transferee. The transfer was

mnade accordingly, and execnted by the Plain-

tiff and C, C. neitber paid nor ngreed to pay

tbe defendant any soin in respect te the shareit,

and the defendant had autbority te give the

naine cf C. as transferee, The oompanY beicg

wotind up, Ibo plaintiff was ohliged te PaY

caTis, the liqoidators refusiflg te register theO

transfer. leld, that the plaintiff Wà8 fot

entitled to be irdemnified by the defendaint

cgainst the calTrigo v. Loive, Law

Rep. 4 C. P. 26.
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SEDUCTION.
The plaintiff's daugbter, a miner, loft bisl

bouse and went into service. lier master dis.

missed ber at a day's notice, and the neit day,

on ber way home, the defendanit seduoed ber.

Held, that as seon as the service WRO Put au

end te by the master, wbetber rigbtfull7 Or

jiot, the girl intending to returfi bome, the

right te bier services revived, and the plaintif

could maintain the action-Terr Yv. .Hutch;n-

son, Law Rep. 8 Q. 13 59
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