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ýosed directors; and it was admitted that thle PIaintiffs
1 copies of this prospectus. Thie plaintiffs had silbs-erilel
ggregate of 24 shares.
main purpose of a prospectus is to afford to intendîng

)ers and others such complete and reliable iform~ation~
properly informa themn of the character, standfing. and(

ta of the conceru in which tliey contemnplateemakg
d not be irnsleading either in its stateîxrert of the factas or
iolding material facts. The sýtatute iviposes liability uipon
s or proposed directors who, in the promotion of a eoinpsry,
prospectus not coînplyimg vith its poi ini that

statement which appear ed on the titie-page of the pros
r>! the deofendant company that there, %\-& a branvh offie
EýÇing street east in the cityý of Hamnilton-wbhere the liead
so was-wýas not, in the circumstances, of such materiality
Ford a ground for objection by the plaintiffs. Several of
intiffs went to thia "ýbranich" office and there procured
f the prospectus.
statemnent that; a certain lumber anid coal company (part
e assets %vas puirchased by the dlefendant comrpany,) h4d
ccessful in its operation, and that its net profits for nlua
reraged more than 20 per cent. per annum, was borne out
evidenee. The evidence also shewed that, white that

y was owned and operated by the 'M. Brennen 'Manu-
g Company of Hlamilton Limited, its wprtin ere
)nu as a separate and distinct business.
,r4aw of the defendant comPpany, providing for, a redwtion
)rive of coal sold to preferred shareholders was prodi-e
ini as evidence at the trial.
ailegation that certain shares of the '-tock o! the defendant
Swer e issiied for the discharge o! liab)ilit ies, and not for the
Sof wsets, was not correct.

.1uestion whether the company whose assets %vee boiight by
mndant comnpany had any connect;on %vith the Brennen
ý' was, in the circumrstances, immaterial.
e waus nothing in the prospectus suggestive o! i&isepre-
i that the defendant company %vas entitled to get aziythmàtg
what a certain agieeirent o! the 24th January, 1917,
1 for; and there -,was no evidlence that the dlefeiidant
r dld nôt receive, f roe from liabilities o! the aelling eoripauy,
ýs whiçh that co-mpany had agreed to seil.
bc evidence, the prospectus substautially eomipliad wxith
irnments of the Companies Act.
; appeared n10W to be the case, the plaintiffs should Io e
mnts of their subiseriptions, the loas %vas xnot attributable


