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DIGEST OF ENGLISs LÂw RtPORTS.

panies Clauses Act (8 & 9 Vict. c. 16), the
5ow er of re-borrowing shall Pot bc exercised
without thle authority of a gencral meeting cf
the Compasny; and a copy of tbe order of a
general meeting giving such autbority, aud
cortifiefi by oiio of the directors to bie a true
copy, is sfficient evidence of the semae hsving
been macle, No general meeting was called to
authorize the aboya re-borrowing. H1eld, that
the debouture issued te W. was void, as ultra
vires. Those issued to E. for cash were valid,
notw itisstaudiug the want uf a general meeting.
The above ý 89 was flot for the protection of
otiser creditors, but of the compauy agaiust the
directors; and though the latter might bie
persoually Hiable, as between tlsemseives aud
tise comi any, tise clause evas directory, as
ngainst thes hoins,. of the~ debenturc. The de,-
bentures issued for the Lloyd's bond were
void, uuless it eould ha shown that it was given
for mouey due te a contractor or the like, aud
Dlot uîerely for mouey berrowed. IL. was to be
paid tise ainount actuaily due hlm under the
agrecelet.-Funtae~ v. Ces-osaîdîcu Rnsilsee
Ce., Law lisp. 5 Eq. 316.

2. Pefendant Company A. was registered for
finaurissl uperatieus; by the articles, the limit-
ation of tise liability of ebareholders n'as to
hoe unalterable, but there was a power to
aaîlganiat with üth'r companieý hoeslug tise
samie objects. lu March, 1865, it was aoreed
betw-een tise res.pectivea directors that Company
A. ssossld be aisalgamated with Company B.,
registered for bauldoig and fluancial eperaticus,
aud "any further objeets which the compauy
mighit frous time to time a-dopt." Sharehiolders
of A. were to take 29,000 shares of B. eit £6
par sharc, te ho credited as £M. Tbe sum of
£150,000 to ha paid from tise assets of A., andi,
if tbey proved insufficient, then by a eati on
tise sisarelsolders ef the sanie. The amalgama-
tion auj tise windiug up of A. were resolved
ou, April, 1865. IIeld, flot within the poecrs
of the directors cf A., under their articles, as
the objecte of B. were different, auj tise lisbility
cf tise sareholders cf A. iras iucreased; uer
under Compaiais Att, 1862, § 161, as it was
flot a sale cf the as,,ets cf A., with au option cf
purchase cf sisares in B., but a binding cf A.
te take so mauy sisares, auj makiug its share-
hoiders hiable te a eall for thaï, purpose befere
it coulfi be disesoîvai.

The plaintiff, as sharelselder in A., first
kuew that auiy tlsing arroneous lied been doue
in Julie, 1865. In September, 1865, notice et
the registration of certain shares in B., ioder
the arrangement, wss first sent te the Registrar

cf Joint Stock Compaules, aud efivances were
made by B. te A., notbing serieus haviug beau
doue before. Bill flled N\ov. 10, 1865, onhbelsaîf
cf ail tise stockholders. ld, net toe late;
and, tbough somns stockhoiders had asseutefi,
tisat plaintiff was competeut te sue, on behaîf
cf aIl, te set aside a transsaction sshlch -was
sultra cie.- (lieds v. lFineancil Cor'poration,
Law Rep. 5 Eq. 450. Sec Jmenpcial -Banklocf
Chisne, -I, &1 J. v. Bank of Ilindostass, C. &0 J.
Law Rep. 6 Eq. 91.

As te secret reeeipt cf money hy directors
of the chd company lu sudsi case, see Aétreel v.
31efrryweetlher, ib. 464, in nlotes.

&S'e ATTACHIE-NT, 2; COMPANY, 2; D3EsssERFa,
1; wlsesG UP, 1.

UNDUE INISENOE.

Persuasion is rot unlawful; but pressure, cf
wbatever cisaracter, if su exerted as te over
power the volition, witlsont couvlnciug tise
judgmneut, cf a testator, wili censtituto undue
influence, theugh ne force is eltber usad or
tisreatenied.-IJeall v. Ihall, Law Rep. 1 P & 1)
481.

JsAOE-Se PRINCIPAL ANDl AGENT.

VEXDOR, AND PUPCIIAesuI OF REAL ESTATsE.
W. agreed te boy cf B. an estate for £250,-

000, which ho, then agreed te soli te the A
compauy for £3550,000. By both agreemsents
tisa acreage was te be couclusiu eiy showu by
the tîtie deefis, and n'as spccifled lu the agre
mente; but B. told W., who tolfi tise Company,
botis acting boisa fide, that therc e ares,5
cres. Before uîaklng tiscir agreemrent, the

Company lied the estae vaiiied by a sur-
veyor; but it didl net appear Wlisether hae
nsleasured it. Atter W. had paid B. £50,000,
and the Company had paifi W. £75,000, and
isad given hlma their bonds for £I5,û00, the
Company refused te comnplete the purchase,
alilgiug a failure in qusntiîy. Thc lands we re
mainerai lands, auj, after a failure cf a third,
ivenld have lasted two hundrcd y ears. W.
thereupen refused te complete bis pusclisse on
the semae grounfi, aud sned B. for £50,000 aud
damages. B. offered te reduce the purchase
mouey £50,000, sud W. made a like cifer te
the Comspany; but both offers wcre refusefi.
W. compromised lus action, B. repaying £5C,-
000, aud their agreement was cauaelied. The
cenîîany was wouud np, aud tise liqtîidator,
six menthe after their repudiation cf tise pur-
Clisa, suad W. te have tihe contract casscellcd,
the £15,000 sud the bonds rcturnied, andi tbsst
W. should ha enjoiued from parting vitîs the
bonds. The bill did net allege s deticiency et
acceage, sud tisera was noe asideuce cf it
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