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which should form, a quorum. They flxed three, but at a ineet-
ing nt which only two wvere present they au.thorized the secretary
to affix the seal to the mortgage in question, wvhich wvas accord.
ingly done by hini in the presence of the same two directors.

__ The Court of Appeal (Lord Halsbury, Lindley and Smith, L.JJ.)
ýE g+held that the deed %vas valid notvithstanding the irregu1arîît,

and distinguislied the case where, as here, the ijuorin depencd
on the regulations of the directors themiselves, and the case

-vhere, as inib. ~ v. Tainar, L.R. 2 Ex. 158, the quorumn was
iixed by staitute. The other point in the case wvas w"hether t1w.

colevbusiness passed by the deed which conveyed the landis.
mines, seains of coal, andi uther premiises comprised in ce'rtait
leases, but did flot expressly specify the business of the coilicrv.

'z The plaintiffs clainied to be entitled as rnortgagees _f the business
and applied for the appoitttent of a receiver and n1anawUt
thereoif, whivh North, J., refused, considering the case wvas

siilar to lhitliy v. C'Iallis, (iSo2) i Ch. 64 (noted a~
VOI. 28, P. 167) ; onIt the C~ourt of Appeal was of opiiIon that

mer ~ there Nvas in iniplied transfer of the business, without whlichl
et thte transfer of the seanis of coal would bc useless, and tliat the

plaintiffs wvere therefore etttieti to a receiver andti manager.
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In MVarshall v. o893. S~) i Ch, 641, we fid discussed a1
soinewhat iriteresting' point arisîng on the Statute oif Limitation;s.

4ý- e'iThe question Nvas as to the ownership. of a~ szrip of ]and whicll
had fortnerIv been a ditch, and whielh for tFe put-poses of t1w
judgrnent N*vas assunîed by the Court originaill to haîve
belonged to the plaintiffs predecessors in titie. In 1868 di-ain

ît* e pipes wcre laid along the ditch bv one of the plaint if!s
. ýý e.'.,predecessors, int which he allowed th(e drainage of his own aiid

the defcadant'i li!nîse to runi, an.! the ilîtrh Nva s theîî fiikd
Front that tiflie the surfac'e of the dîteh was tnsod bv the lIefetid.

e-_ ant and his predecessors in title as part of thc garden of defeti.t
gt! ~ ant's house, part of the surface being paved with cobblestories .111(

part wîth cinders, and part as rose garden and fow!l hanse. The
plaintiff ciaitued that notwi'thitandiîig the apparent po'ssessioni of
th(: defendant, he and his predvcessors lind ftowi ttne tu tinte


