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g PROMOTION OF COMPANIES. 15
! Also where it falsely stated that the surplus assets, as appearing

in the last balance sheet, amounted to a certain sum.!

i So where it stated that a certain mine was in full operation and
. making handsome returns, when it was quite worthless.

: Where the prospectus of a company, which was formed to buy a
& mine, contained extracts from the report of an expert in such a way as
ill" to give a false impression of that report, conveying the idea that the
[ mine was identical with a rich one near by, it was decided that the
; subscriber was entitled to relief.?

H So too where the prospectus falsely stated that certain persons
i were to be the directors.*

i So also where it is stated that the company has purchased a
: property, when in faet, it was only negotiating.> Again where it con-
t tained statements to the effect that persons whose requirements would

make them extensive customers had ordered goods for use, so Yhat
when the company started, a large business might be expected,
whereas many of the orders were mere trial orders, on some
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of which the purchasers were to pay reduced prices or mnot

at
all if the trial proved unsuccessful.

The directors in this case did not
show: that they had reasonable ground to believe these statements to
be true, and so were held with the promotor, liable for damages to the
) subscribers.”  But it must be borne in mind in reading English deci-
3 sions as to the liability of directors on an action on deceit that, by the
| Directors Liability Act of 1800, when once the statement is proved
! to be untrue, the burden of proof rests upon them to show that they
had reasonable grounds to believe the statements to be true and did
so believe them. We have no such act.

If the prospectus represents as facts, the matters stated in reports,

which it refers to, the subseriber will be relieved should they prove

! false.” But if the prospectus merely refer to the report, giving all
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