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on A-pril I9th. On April 2oth the secretary of the company

Without the plaintiffs knowIec{ge entered the plaintiff's name on

the register for 200 shares, the number necessary to make up his

qualification, and the secretaiy vs act was subsequefltly, on May Sth,

ratifled by the directors; other than the plaintiff. On April 22nd

the plaintiff signed a copy of the share prospectus. On Mav i6th

the plaintiff sent in bis resignation as a director. Under these

circurnstances Phillirnore, J., held that the plaintiff was liable for

the call on th,ý 200 shares. and the Court of Appeùl (Col!ins, M.R.,

and Mîthcw and Cozens-Hlardy, L.JJ.,) affirmed his decision.

Cozcnis-l {ardv. L.J.. who delivered the judgment of the Court, said:

-On priniciple and apart from authority, it seems to us that a

person who accepts an appointmnent as director, knowing; that the

holng of a certaii. number of shares is a necessary qualification,
and acts as director, mnust be held to have contracted with the

company tint he %viII, within a reasonable time, obtain the requisite
sharcs. cither bv transfer from existing shareholders, or directly
from the cornpany. If lie has not obtaiiied the shares %% ithin a

rcasonable timne from the public, the company are authorized to put

hi;m on the register in respect of the shares. . . . as a
general rulc the qualification ouglit to be obtained before acting.
.:pp)lving that principle to the case in hand the plaintiff ought, and
must bc dceemed. to have acquired the sinres before signing the

I)rosipectuý;, iich wvas a solemni assertion thnt he wvas a du]v
qualiried direct>r. The subseque:it resignation of the plaintiff,
tlit:-rcfore, could not refieve hlm from iiability."

SHIP -tu 131A F LAFOIS<*;-BRE.ACil OF SIPOWr4NERS OPLIGATION TO 'IPR

CARRIsc.IF 0F GOODS FlIFSTINl4) FOR EMYSFIZr-RE 0F çiiip-DELýV IN

I)ELÀI«l.RV OF SIIPIER'S (;OOt3s-DAmAcEs-Loss 0F MIARKFT.

1)unn v. Bucknail (i902) 2 KXB 614 is a case arising out of the
late South African mv. Tlie action %vas brought by the shipper
of goods on board the defendants' ship to recover damages for

ciclay iii delîvering the goods. The delay %vas occasioned b%, -eason
* of thc ship having been seized for carrying goods intended' for the

Boe)rs, ivhich %vere by the judgment of a prize court confiscated,
and the oxvncrs werc ordered to pay the costs. Mathew, J., hield
that the carrnage of gods for an enemny, which rendered the shilp
liable to capture and detention, %vas a breach of duty to the plain.
tiff, and tînt the defendants wel-c hable in damages for the delay


