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from! the derision of the Court of Appeal (19121, 2 eh. 19-3 i(noted[
ante vol. 48, p. 495). A building society, having unlirnited po)wers-
of borrowing, bad borrowed nionev ani appiied il in carrving on
a banking business whicl. was ultra iircq. The societv was
ordered to be wound up, and a conte'-t arose hetween the share-
holders and the creditors whe had d.eposited money with the
,ociety as bankers, as to the application of thu asseýts. l'li
flouse of Lords (Lord Haidane, L.C., and Lords Dunedtin. Atkin-

so.Parker, and Sumnner) agrced with the ('o'rt of .Xppeal that
the power to borrow was limited to the proper ol'jýc;s of îhe
society. and t1uat the, carrving on <,f a Fankin- busne- wva ultra
v-ires of the socxiety. Also that the depositors were not ,ntitlel
to recover moneys paid hy them on an ultra vire>. oontrae-, (.
loan, on the footing of roonev had and receiv ild. But tbeydiffered
frorn that Court. and hold thât after payuwflt of 1we geýnergl
cre<.itors of the society. the asset., whieh reniajurd iist. in pa1rt.
lie attributed to moneys which the tlerxosito-rs couhl foih'w as
having been wrongfullv ernpioyed -y ils agents in the hanking.
busines-s anti tht'refore i:,u>ject io any application 1,v anv in-
dividual (lepositor or sh,'reholer uith a view mo tr.ie-iiig l1î- il
inoney into any partiruiar asset. :in( to the cofl. o ni 11 liquida-
lion) ' the ast ought to ix' distrihtîtedl -)in passu. ",~ e the
depoitors. and unadvancéol shareh "1ler-. arcording I b team mt
dlue theni at the date of the- windîng-up <irter.

('O~'.<'T<OMI,,<~T<»~Ok 'tR'diR1-;-HlTRA1NT Mi -m ..i)y
Pl BLIC POLICY-ILLE..liTy- EVIDENI E. l>)LEADING.

NVorth 71esiern Sai Co. v. C'fcrh~î ? a î. 1 91-i A.

1461. Thîr in view of the rrevalence nuwa'lavr of trai1c combnlina-
-tion:s, i., an iniriîrtant deliverance of the 1intse of Lard. oni the
stll)jcCt. Thc- plaintiff conipany w~a,; a t'omiliiatioIi of -,nlt
xnantifact'urers. for the purpose ni o rýgula:i i!ig and kt.epinig 11p the
price of sait. The nienbers of the eompiny (of wvhorn the defen-
dant company was not one) were entitledl t'o lie ippinitéil diStri-
butors for the sale of s.'jlt on be1h1if of the plaiiitiff e-ollupa:nv.
The dlefendlants,' company agreed to sei Io th(-plnts 'pfy
for four vears 18,0(X tons of sait per annuin. ;it a fri.d uniforîn
price per ton, ai nd i(ertooxk flot to inake any other sait for Sale.
The:, wcre to have the option of buving hack the wliol)l or part of
the taible. sait ineluded in the' 18,00) tons, nt the plainîiT ûompinNysý
c'irr<-nt, selling price, ani were to ho, distribtîtors on the saie
ternits as the plaintiff coripan 'v's other distrilînjtors. The defen-
tiant company, having sold sn.lt in violation of their 'lgeemn'n, the


