
M pro3note other companies, passed a resolution authorizinga cheque
for C,3o to bc drawNviiin favour of P à-r. Greeni, by way of loan on
certain secunitv. The cheque was dravn and handed to the com-
pany's solicitor, w~ho gave it to Green without obtaining the secur-
itv. The directors aise passed anotber resolution authorizing
t he draving of a cheque for ,Çrooo to Green by way of loan on
the security, inter alia, of a contract, the date of which, and the
narnes of the parties to which, were Ieft blank on the resolution.
This cheque ivas also dravi and harideci over by the solicitor of
the compony to Green, without the security being obtined. The
Ciooo was advanced te enable Green to bring out a cormpany.
the existence of %v'hic!i the directors considered woffld berieft
th eir own cornpanv, and it v.as te the projected conipany the corn-
tract related. A judgrnent had been recovered against Green,
but ewing te his insolvency nothing could be realized thercon.
WVilliams, J., heId, under these circumstances, that the directors
having exercised judgrnent and discretien were net liabke for
nisfeasance or breach ef trust. The leartied judge appears te
have rnine to this conclusion on the groutid that the act cf the
solicitor ini handing over the cheques without gettý.,g the secur-

-t ~as donle svithout the authority, cf the directors. Had they
ecti parties te or concerried in bis se doing, the would, in his

jzidý,men, ive been hiable.
Jud~~ncntO SLA'1I*klOW1:R-.?Os'IUTOF N' WRKýs 1'NAI.'

Hermv. The kathmines and? Rathgar Improvenient Commissioners,
(sSc)2) A.C. 498, raised a very serieus and important question in-

vovnas Lord Halsbury, C., observed, a pninciple of construc-
tion of ail private bill legislacion. The defendants had procured
the passage of an Act of Parliament empmwering theni te construct
waterveorks according te a certain specified plan, and for the pur-
pose cf constructing such works %vere .jmpowered to interfère with
the rights cf private owner.,. In proceeding te construct the
works in question, hovever, instead of following the plan laid
dovni ii the Act, they deviated therefrani ini important particulars,
and constructed a reservoir cf a smaller size and placéd an em-
bankment in a différent locality from that indicated in the statute.
The plaititiffs, who w'ere private owners whe were affected by the
deferidants' works, brought the action te restrain the defendarits


