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of a holder of shares under the following cireunistaîlces to be

placed on the list of coritributories. One Wright becing entitle(l

under an agreement whichi was flot registered îis re(1fired by

the Compaflies Act 1867, S. 25 (sec R.S.C. c. i i, s. 27), te

fully paid-up shares in a joint stock cornpany, atgreed with

one Parbury to procure him, in considleration of £50o0, which

was duly paid, an all)tment of i co fuilly paid-u1) shares

in the company when incorporated. After the conipaflY wÎU

iricorporated WVright procured 100 cf thie shares t C ehchh

was entitled under his agreement, to be allotted to l>arbArY

as his nominee, and they were accor(lingly ail1otte(l t< and

accepted by him. No part cf the 5oo was ever ptaid to the

company. The shares were issued as fully pi)i-UIl) shaires.

The liquidator contended that by reason cf the non-registra-

tien of Wright's agreement before the issue cf the shares, 1~

required by the statute, IParbury was lial>le t(> pa1y for then, inl

full, but Williams, J., determined that the compafly was

estoppe(l from <lenying that the shares were fully paid flP,

having certified themn to be paid in full, on the faith of which

Parbury ýaccepted the shares, and therefore hie cefil( not be

made liable.

CORRESPONDENCE.

PRACTICE AS TO CROSS.EXAMI1NATION.-

7o the Edlitor of t/he Canada Law journal.

SIR,-Wili yOu or any ef yeur learned corrC5pond(eflt5

state in yeur columns what the practice is in Ontari<), Or

the dther provinces, or what would l)e deemed the correct

practice, in the following case: Witness for the plaintiff î:!

called, examined in chief, and then subjected to the u-141ial
cross.-exami nation at large by defendant's counsel. At the

close of defendant's case, plaintiff's counsel recalis wjtne5s tO

rebut a witness of the defendant on a particular point, which

was, o>f course, new matter. Counsel for olefendant thon pro-

poses to cross-examine the witness over again on the w/to/f case.


