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7>~ -4,e ~8aP 61, %vas an admiraity rase risin o t of a
yVe llnit' brewil oored at a dock, %vas mn into by t-h. tkifenda ,ats'
ttig the Ffontie, and stink. Tihe defendants conteryiec that the plainti&sw~
guilty of contrubutotv neglIgeice ini not havi g a man on boar1 the barge at the
time of the. cllf on ; but Jeunie P., and Bar~is uphld th j~dn Ue-
City of Londoni Court in fvour of the plaitf'a, on the ground that the absence
of a man oon the barge had nothing to do wvith the coffision, and it %vould have
beer impracticable to have betchcd the barge afterwards.
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111 -re FIdie (1892), P.- 377, a will, ai which the whoale disposing part was
Nvritten on the first side of a sheet of foolscap paper, and of which the second
and third sides werc- loft hlank, and the attestation clause %with the signatxores o!
the testator and witnesses were -)n the fourth page, ind the question wvas
wxhether it wvas duly executed. jeune, P., P.D., held that it was.

àn re %Icl.rt~ipla;i Coai1 Consteinrs' Assocition (1892) 3 Ch. 1, is ai case of a novel
charicter. and %w*.ich, as Lindley, L.4., obscrved, presented a good deal of diffi.
eui!ry. It w-as vn appliclation by Karberg, a shareholder, to oe retnoved frotri the
list of contributories on the grotind that he had been induced to subseribe for
thxe shares on the faith of a rnisrepresentRtion contained in a prospectus. The
Iprospectus in question had been signed by the pro:noters of the coînpany prior
to its formation, and stated that the rompany was to be incorporated under The
ConqV.inies Act, and an extraet was given from the proposed articles of associa-
tion ta the effect that there u;ould be a council of administration of rnerbers of
thec conmpany, and a list of members of the coinpany %vas given cctitaining th,
nniies of Lord Brabourr.e and Admnirai Mayne. The former of these gentlemen
had, in fact, signed a printed fortu expressing his willingness ta become a rnein-
her of the couincil of administration of the intended company, and Adruiral
INaynie hiad written to the promnoters promising to help the conIpany. On the 31st
Jariuarv, three days after Karberg's application was received, the eoxnpany wes
rugistered, and on the 2nd February the directors RIlotted the shares in question
to Karberg. Neither Admirai Mayne nor Lord l3rabourtie becaine inembers of

*the companv. The Admirai refuscd to take shares on the 2i.st january, and Lord
I3rabourne also refused on the 16th February, and they bath declined to beconie
inembers of the couricil. On the zxth of Fehruary Karberg paid the allotment,
and on the a6th june following he discovered that Lord I3rabourne and Adinirai
Mayne lîad refused to become members, 'the presexit application then com-
menced. Kekewich, J., dismissed it on t.he grourid that, even i f the reproenta-
tion were untrue, the company wvas flot boutid by the stâtemtents in the pros.

- pctu o!thepronotrsissedbefore the company had acquired any ei

-existence. -But the Court of Appeal (Lindley, 133wen, ar.d XÀy, L.Jj) diot.ight

.i. *1i.-.-À


