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SPECIFIC PERFORMANOE--AG;Rl-EF.1EsT FOR LVASIe OF1 LNi)li)FI) bMOIrT%.1.
MîNER.L PROVERTV.

li/ctlr v. I-ea'rci (1900) i Ch. 341, was an action for- the
specific p)erfor-manice of an agrieer-nent for a lcase of an undivided
nioiety in a inierai propertx', w~ith liberty to %vork and clig and
sell the saine. A t-oubt expressed 1w Knight Bruce, L.J., in
,Przî£e v. G'/ti D. 1N. & G. K), as' ta whethecr the Court wv'
grant specific performance of such a contract, was relicd on by
the defendants ;but Farwell, J., was of opinion that the doubt of
lCnight Bruce, L.J., was not whether specific performance of a
cont ract for a moicty should be granted, but whether it should bc
granted as against a person \v'ho rcally intendcd ta buy or seil not
a moiety, but the wvhoie interest, and as rio such diiculty cxisted
in the present case he feit no difflculty in giving the plaintiffs the
r--Iief thcv, asked.

PARTIES -FR;%tD)l.NT PROSPECT VS- CO NIPANY ANI fIRECTORS JOINEI> AS

DF-FNIANTS-DiItECT0ýRs LiABILIT%, Acr, i8go (5 & 54 Vier., c. 64) S. 3--
(R. S.. 0 .b . 4).

In Fraiuken!urg v. Greai Ifotscess C'arriage ro. (1900) 1 Q.13.
5o4, the Court of Appeal (Lindley, M.R. and Romer, L.J.) had ta
deai with a question of practice. The action w~as brotight against
the defendant company and its directors and the persoriai repre-
sentatives of a deceased direL,,'r, claimiî'g as against the company
cancellation of an aliotment of shares to the plaintiff and the rectifi-
cation of the company's register of members by the removal of the
plaintiffs naine therefrom, and against the other defendants pecu-
niary damages, on the ground that the plaintiff had beeri induced
to subscribe for the shares in question by reason of statemnents
contained in a prospectus issued by the defendants whichi the
plaintiff ciaimed %vere faise and calculated to mislead. Channel,
J.,'was of opinion that there was a misjoinder of defendants and
required the piaintiffs to elect whether they would proceed against


