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2' ,or enC yEÂRt-L)EtCrJON or' EXCM ParOfI DUTY.

In Re Condran, Condr<m v. Stark 17) 1 Ch. 639. This was
a umary application to determine the ieing of a contract
for the sale of a buoinesa inade in April, 1914. By the contact
the purebse money wus to be paid ii aimuil instelmnte, sucli
instaents beini equal "to ne-third part of the nett profites" for
the year, and tne questicn wus whether or not for the puxpose of
a.-certaining the amrount of the annual "nott profite" thàe exceus
profit duty abould be deducted. Peterson, J., foW"!-ving CoUin8
v. Ledgtvù* (1917) 1 Ch. 179, held that the duty abould be fin3t
deducted.

LiXITED COMPNY-ARTICLE AUTHORIZING BOARD OF DIRECTORé

TO FORFEIT SHARES FOR NON*PàYMUENT 0F DET ZUE DY HOL>-

Or CAPITAIr CLOG ON REDEMTON.

Ilopkin8son v. Mortimer Jlarley & Co. (1917) 1 Chi. 646. This
was £fl action by the shareholdcr of a limîted- Company for a
declaration that anl article of the defendant company autborizing
the board of directors to forfeit the shares held by debtors of the
Company in default of payment of JLàéîr debts iras invalid. Eve,
J., irbo tried the action, held tL.at the article in question iras
invalid, and ultra tire8 of the comptxnY, in that it iniglit, if c#nried
out, leait to an illeg,,.! reduction of the capital of the company,
and moreover w&as ini effeet a clog on the rcdernption, asmuiing

that the Company naight'properly create a charge on its Bhame
for debts due by the Company to the holders thereof. He concedes
ito be legal t4 forfeit shares for non-payment of calis, but he cen-

eiders there ie a difference whére fnrfeiture is imposcd for n Il-
payment of other debts due to the compa.ny. It li set be Con-
feesed that there seems to lie some need for elucidating what a
company can, and cannot do, in the way of forfeiting, or accepting
a surrender of 1f-s own shares, and whether or flot it can properly
re8eli ehares once forfeited or surrendered;

Co'»uNr-DuBmeNTumREs--No PLAcE FIXED FOR PAYMERNT
UE)ATH OF DEBENTURE HOL1IE-DELAY IN REGISTRATION OF
PRODAT-NO LZGÂL TENX>IDR-INTER8T--DuTY O? DETR
TO BI MIS CREDiTOR.

Fowl# v. Midland (1917) 1 Ch. f356. The Court of Appeal
(Lord Cozent-I-ardy, M.R., and l3snkee, and Warrington, L.JJ.),


