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shareholders was written opposite his name,
“Money returned and allotment cancelled.”
By articles of said bank the directors had the
power to accept the surrender of shares. On
November 22, the bank was ordered to be
wound up. W. did not until after this day
discover said misrepresentations in the pros.
pectus. It was held (see in notis), that W,
should not be put on the “A” list of contribu-
tories as the said cancellation was tantamount
to a surrender. On the present application to
place W. on the “B” list (of those who had
been shareholders): Held, that W. must be
placed on said “B” list, as he had not, before
winding up began, elected to have his allotment
cancelled because of said misrepresentation in
the prospectus.—— Wright's Case, L. R. 12 Eq.
381. ’

3. The name of H. appeared as director in a
prospectus of a company, and he was present
at a meeting of the board of directors where a
committee was formed to make allotment of
shares. Fifty shares, necessary by the articles
of association to qualify a director, were allotted
to H. withont his knowledge, or notice given
him. He had not read said articles. H. also
signed a check ag director, but his name was
treated by the bank as insufficient as it had not
been -sent in as sufficient for that purpose.
Held, that H. had acted as director, and in-
curred the obligation of taking said fifty shares.
—In ve Great Oceanic Telegraph Co., Horward’s
Case, T.. R. 13 Eq. 30.

4. By articles of association a company’s
funds were not to be applied to expenses until
a certain number of shares were subsecribed,
and the plaintiff was to be paid for services as
promoter of the company, “so soon as the
company shall be in a position to commence
business.” The shares were subseribed., Held,
that the company was in a position to com-
mence business, although it had not even a site
for its proposed buildings.—Zouche v. Metro-
politan Railway Warehousing Co., L. R. 6 Ch.
671, '

5. The A. company by consent of all its
shareholders and agreement with the M. cor-
poration amalgamated and transferred its busi-
ness to the latter. The company had no power
by its deed of settlement to effect this amalga.-
mation.  Subsequently the company executed
a deed with the corporation for resuscitating
the former, and terminating its previous'agree-
ment, A former stockholder in the company
after said deed transferred his shares. Held,
(MeLvLsg, J., dissenting), that by said amalga-
mation and transfer, the shares in the A. com.

pany ceased to exist as such, and there could
be no resuscitation and subsequent transfer of
the same.—In re Accidental Death Insurance
Co., Chappell's Case, L. R. 6 Ch, 902,

6. R. agreed to become district manager of
an assoclation,.a condition precedent being that
he should take twenty-five shares in the asso-
ciation, R. applied for the shares, ‘paying a
deposit of £1 per share, and they were allotted
to him; he was appointed manager and re-
ceived notice of the appointment and accepted
the same. Held, that there had been sufficient
notice of allotment,— Richards v. Home Assu-
rance Association, L. R. 6 C. P. 591.

See Equrry, 1; Lien, 1; Sucuriry, 15 Urrea
Vizes,

CoxcraLMENT,—See INSURANCE, 3.
ConprrioN,

A testatrix gave certain property to"the wife
of H., who lived at S, and in a codicil directed
that said property should go over in case the
wife should not cease to reside at . within
eighteen months of the testatrix’s death. Held,
that the condition being to omit what was a
\duty, was void.— Wilkinson v. Wilkinson, L.
R. 12 Eq. 604,

See Bequesr, 1; Sanz.

CONDONATION,

Condoned incestuous adultery is revived by
adultery not incestuous, and, it appears, by any
other marital offence,—Newsome v. Newsome, L,
R.2P. & D. 3086, .o ‘

ConsoLIpaTION.—See Compaxy, 1.

CoxsrruorioN.—See Brquesr; Broker, 1; CHAR-
TER-PARTY, 2, 3; Company, 4; Damacrs, 1,
2; Drvise; EXEOUTORS AND ADMINISTRA-
TORS, 2; LIEN ; LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF, 1 ;
PartxersHIP; Powsr, 1; Prize; RaiLway;
Reservariov ; ReverstoNary INTEREST;
Srarure; Trust, 1; ULrra Vires; Way, 4.

ConriveeNT INTEREST, —See REVERSIONARY IN-
TEREST,

CoNTRAOT.

‘Where it was provided in a contract between
a builder and his employer that questions be-
tween them should be settled by award of the
architect of the building, and the architect had
agreed with the employer that the_building
should mnot -cost over a certain sum, which
agreement was unknown to the builder, it wags
held that the above provision was not binding.
~—Kimberley v. Dick, L, R. 13 Eq. 1.

See BroKER ; CHARTER-PARTY, 2.4; CoMPANY,
4, 5; Fraups, SraTutTE oF; LiMiTaTIONS, STATUTE
OF; SALVAGE,1; Sercrric PrrrorManog, 1; Ur-
TRA ViRES,

Coxrtrisurion,.—See Brquest, 12,



