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Roussell v. Bupiehaei (1909) 1 Ch. 127. This was au action
brought to caucel the allotment of certain shares made to the
plaintiff in a limited company, on the ground that the prospectus
hiad omiittcd to state the minimu.m subseriptiori upon which an
allotmcent would ho made as required by the Conipanies Act.
1890, s. 4 (7 Edw. VIL c. 34, s. 99(1) d (O.)). It appeared, that

* the prospectus on which the plaintiff relied was published in a
Fiexichi newspaper, but that an Einglish prospectus hiad beem
18ssuvd conta ining t.he required information. It was contended
on bhlalf of the compati, that the latter pre,,pectus was a suffi-
cicnt coniplhance with the Aet, but Parker, J., held that it was
not. &niîd that the fact that the advertised prospectus on which
the plaintiff relied omittcd the ncce&sary information entîtled
hili to a cancellation of the aliotmient. Ilc farther held that the
informnation required by the Act must bc explicitly given and not
bo left to be gathcred by inference frorn other statemcnts in the
prospectus.

ExiRoPRIATîOx-IÂND 'JNDEft LEAsE,-RiaHT$ OF~ LANDLORD AYFO
TaNAýNT-GoMPENSX£rioN,-DAMAGES--ýTIiRA VIRES.

'î. Iiiu Piggott v. Iliddb'sm.r Cotvity Coititil (1909) 1 Chi. 134
the 1dintiff' ws landlord clainmed to recover possession of land
vdnder ki condition of re-entry and also damagns for breael, of

p e~~ovenant contained in a lease, in the following eireuiiustallev,.
The plaintiff o\wned a parovl of ]and on which wvere two cottages,
which hoe loased in 1867 for a long terni to one Davenald. The

was containvd covenants by the lcssee to repair the cottages and
cultivate the gr(>ufd in a husband-like mnarner, with a proviso
foir re-entry for breaches of eovenant. The defendants required
part of' thmp land for widening a road, and under statuitoL'.y powcrs
in thant behiaif ('xpropriated a strip vf it ivhieh comprised une-
third tf thei site, of thie tvo cottages, The defendant,s ther
bouiY Iav. nald's interest as lessev ;ii th-' rest of the prenlisos

and took possession of the wvhole property, wholly roemoved the
cottages ind lenspd the land for a stonemnason 's yard, and the

Aïý ~ tenant reiioved aIl the gardon soil. The plaintiff gave notice of
fnrfeitturv under tie.Conveyaneing Act, 1881 (see R.S.O. c. 170.
s. 13) and bi'oughit the present action to reeover possession, andl
also for damiages for breach of covenant. Eye, J., who tried the

ïe Q. action, held that the plaintiff was entitled to succeed and gave
j judo-ment for possession, and £100 damages for breach of coven-


