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not annul the sale, but if pointed out befor2 the conipletion, compensation
should be allowed. The property had originally contained 1,372 yards, but
Fawcett, the owner, had sold off iu 1870- 339 square yards, sce that the property
contained. only 1,033 square :ards, which was separated bv a wall froni the 339
yard3, ani were fenced round and well defined. On this point too the Court of
Appevl agreed with 'North, J., that the purchaser had got substaiwiaIly wvhat he
contracted for, and though the deficiency in quantitv \vas consideraUe, vet that
Lt did not tnke the case out of the condition, and that the purchaser was bouind
to coraplete with compensation. The oloig.-ule laid down by Tindal, L.J
in Flig-ht v. Bo2oth, 1 Bing.ý N-C. 370, 377, was approved ' That \VhCU the mis-
description, althouigh net proceeding from fraud, is in a inaterial and substantial 'i i
point, so far affecting the subject-rnatter of the contract that it nlay r easonably
be supposed that, bult for suchi rmisdescripticii, the purchaser might nieyer have
entered into the contract at ah!, Lu such cases the contract is aivoi(1ed altogcther
and the purchaser is not bouiid tu rusert to the clueof conip(,usatioii.'

~~ MEETING OF DIIRECTORS~--INV \I,1 OL(1' F.i Sl TO(F.

In re Pcrhiue~se Coniso1hdatei1 (oppLr Minues, 42 ('hy . i î6o, was an application by *!
one Steele, an allottec of shares of a conipativ. to cancel the allotiuent and
remove his name fromi the list of sharehioliers. The company hiad a 13oard of
four directors. A mýetmg- of the lio.rdl was calleci without dule nni.ico tu ail
four directors, and only two iu fact attended, wvho votctA theuliselves a quorum,

* and proceeded to allot ioo shares to 'Stele, wvho had applivd for thetn, and gave rk'
him notice of the allotrnent the sanie da\ , auid they then adjourned the mieeting
tu the nex,,t day. The nicxt dav the meeting was further adjouirned to the follow- .

in, ria\' inl the ineiltime Steele gave notice that lie withidrew bis application.
Trhe next day three directors \vere present at the i(j(,triieçl meetinig, and the
fourth in writing approved of the previous resolution ats to a Iltuortiti, and the
meeting confirnied the allotinents niade at the prier meeting. Lut it wvas held
by' the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R.. and Cottotn and lrv, 1j.1 that the
first meeting of the directors -was irregular for vant of duc notice to ail the
directors, and that thi allotinent of st)ckt- mnade at it was invalid, and could net
be confirmed at the subsequent meeting, after the allottee had wNithdlraw\"n bis

application.

* SOLICîvOR-LieN-1eRouFn' REcovER1O)-(CONPROMISI- Ole ACTIOIZ--lA.%IFNT To CLI4uXT AFTIM

Ross v. ButxiOHn, 42 Chy.D. i90, is an instructive case on tle subjcct of tht,
nature and extent of a soiicitorýs lien on the proceeds of an action. ln this case
the defendant paid iute court £5o in satisfaction of the plaintiff's caimn for
damages. Before trial an agreement wvas entered into between t le defeudant and î.i
bis solicitors on the one %ide, and the plaintiff xvthout hi-, solicitor on thc ether;


