
il. wouljd hâva bme entltied te recoîvo mtOcK lo birU »& au
et$5500, On p.ymun of te, 10,r clnt inite the trfflu.

As the. additlonal remunerationt plaintiff waS 10 re'

ccivo was li the stock ef the om.y utie(ýs Mid iuntil 1W

t.ud.red the. ten per cent- <$15-0> on tlii par value oft 1w1
stock, h.e waa net enuiitl.d] to have it Kllotted te 11w> flait

lie telil.redl tii. $150), and tie eOMpAuIy retusedl to gleot it, he

could have sued for specifle performa~nce or have recoveregi

dainagea for nou-delivery. If h. had paidl the $150 and

th. stock h.4 beau l.suedl te hlm.ii it uight net fer soieyfla

be worth even tiie $150. Hie ceuld [lot cin pmt pr

formalice freux defmudant et tii. agreement te &Hoet thé. stiwk,
or nue hlmi for brea.h of tb. commeat te deliver 1h. stock, as

it is Ith the b Ucimt.s. Onte U»lUn moi n e a

of laitif nus alne e ookl t. Pliitf %et& out su

ageiüt h.tween bluuuelf and the. toiies o et cempmuny
aotto be incorporatedl, whose service h.e .utred as superlu-

tmndont, auJi who agreed tepayhuiiSaweekly wag fier bis

mervice., atic, as au a1ditional îeimneration, te allot ta him
eertain stock. That consmtittutes ne rensonable cause of ac-

tion agaitlut ilefvendaft, witit wh&nlii lie rouit- Flot preteuid te
biave suy centra<t after 1h. agreeluentii was @,zecutedl. Th-.

Mwtil ln usutlnbo Urier iluade sutting aside stateruent
of caiml ansJ vacitifg revgistratienS et lieu, with etet. Ste
Xd1.ewsy v. Bury, M TL». . K43,3l; Willis v. EarI Beau-

4haini 59 .. rN . U; 8elommna v. ICnight, $ Timues L K-
42- uiirk v. WiIkiusoii, (18981 1 Q. 1. Mt".

M~Ka .w1 J Jvl'y 4'ri, 11903.

REX v. »UVNOEY.

li oey dfdato quasheuCoviction wllb conse againet
ounlctng agItra...A IivIuIotalC'OuWl ý2 (Y L.K 2281)

allewimd ani ap*siâ trou an order of Roixeu1son, J., refuaing

a curtioratri 7h.m prooiutut sudl magistrâle ase.ted le the


