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Debentures Issued in Blank. | 1'nder 

the authority of the Act, 88 Viet, c. 17. the 
defendant company issued debentures in blank, 
which were handed t<> the managing di­
rector. who subsequently handed them to 
the plaintiffs as security for a debt of 
the railway. In an action for an account 
of what was due under the debentures and 
payment, or in default a sale, it was:—Held, 
that tlie company having issued the debentures 
in blank and handed them to the managing 
director, who was also secretary and treasurer, 
to be dealt with by him at his discretion, he 
was empowered to complete them by the In­
sertion of the obligee's name, and that the 
company were estopped from relying on the 
fact that the name was not tilled in until 
delivery to the plaintiffs. Hank of Toronto v. 
1 ohoury, Peterborough, and Marmora It. IV. 
Co., 7 O. It. 1.

Director Indirectly Invalidating; 
Bonds. | Semble, upon the facts stated in 
tlie report of ibis case, that the plaintiff, one 
of the directors, should be estopped from al­
leging ibat M. was not properly qualitied as a 
director, the effect of which would have been 
to injuriously affect the value of bonds of the 
company, to the issue of which the plaintiff 
was a party. Atel y v. s mut h, 117 (Ir. 220.

Incorporated Company Forfeiture of 
Charter.] In an action for repayment of 
tolls alleged to have been unlawfully collected 
by a river improvement company, it appeared 
that the plaintiff bad treated the company as 
a corporation, used its works and paid tolls 
fixed b\ the commissioner, and the company
had also I.... sited as a corporation : Held,
that the plaintiff was precluded from impugn­
ing the legal existence of the company by 
claiming tbat its corporate powers were for­
feited. Ilanly Lumbir t ompany v. Fiekerel 
Hirer Iminurement i oinliuny, lilt S. '. it. 
1111.

Invalid Calls Tender of Fart.]—A gas 
company incorporated under It! Viet. e. 17."$, 
by resolution of tlie directors made certain 
calls, to be paid on particular days named, but 
by the notice published they were made pay­
able on different days. 1 lefendant had written 
to the company, enclosing bis note for four 
of the calls, saying that for the balance lie 
would send his note soon, and requesting them 
to accept Ibis offer, as he bail been absent in 
Europe, and bad no knowledge of any of the 
calls. The company, however, declined: — 
Held, that the calls were illegal, being un- 
nulhorized by the resolution, and that defend­
ant was not estopped from disputing them. 
I.ondon da.i Company v. Campbell, 14 1". C.
It. 148.

Misappropriation by Superintendent
—Denial of Status.] -- Defendant being em­
ployed bv plaintiffs as their locomotive and 
car superintendent, made use of their mater­
ials and men in doing work for a sewing ma­
chine manufactory, in which lie was a partner, 
and untruly entered such time and materials 
as employed in the plaintiffs' service. The 
plaintiffs having sued him upon the common 
counts claiming in their particulars for goods 
furnished, but not for work and labour :— 
Held, that defendant was precluded by his own 
misconduct from setting up as a defence that 
the plaintiffs under their charter could not sue 
on such a cause of action. Xorthcrn It. IV. 
Co. v. Lister, 27 V. C. II. 7)7.

Share Certificates. |—A company incor­
porated under the Ontario Joint Stock Com­
panies' I>eiters Patent Act. H. S. O. 1KM7 <•. 
I"'7. issued a certificate stating that a certain 
shareholder was entitled to twenty-two shares 
of tin* capital stock, as lie in fact at the time 
was. The shares were not numbered or iden­
tified. but tin* certificate was numbered and 
contained tlie words “ Transferable only on 
the books of the company in jverson or by at­
torney on the surrender of this certificate.” 
The shareholder assigned the shares to the 
plaintiff for value, and gave the certificate to 
him with an assignment indorsed thereon. The 
plaintiff gave no notice to the company, and 
did not apply to be registered as a shareholder 
until several months bad elapsed, and in tlie 
meantime the shareholder executed another 
transfer of the shares for value to an inno­
cent transferee, who was registered by the 
company as tlie holder of the shares without 
production id' the certificate :—I ield, that the 
transfer to the plaintiff, in view of the pro­
visions of s. Ô2 of the .loint Stork Companies’ 
Letters Patent Act, 11. S. O. IKS7 <. 1Ô7. con­
ferred upon him a mere equitable title which 
was cut out by the subsequent transfer, ami 
that while the company might have insisted 
upon production of the certificate they were 
not bound to do so. and were not estopped 
from denying the plaintiff’s right to the shares. 
Smith v. Wallerritlc Malleable Iron Com­
pany. 28 a. it. or».

Shareholder. | Where n statutory liabil­
ity is attempted to be imposed on a party 
which can only attach to an actual legal share­
holder in a company, lie is not estopped by 
the mere fact of having received transfers of 
certificates of stock from questioning the legal­
ity of i lie issue of such stock. A mortgagee of 
I be shares and not an absolute owner, who 
takes a transfer absolute in form and causes 
it to be entered in the hooks of tin* company 
as an absolute transfer, is not estopped from 
proving that tin* transfer was by way of mort­
gage. Faye v. Austin, 10 S. C. 11. 122.

See Company, VIII. 2, X. 2.

4. Municipal Matters.
Acquiescence of Corporation. | A cor­

poration may be bound by acquiescence as an 
individual may. Township of Pembroke v. 
Canada Central It. IV. Co., 2 (). It. ,p»< 12.

Arbitration liy-laie not under Krai.] — 
I'eld on award made by arbitrators appointed 
to value tin* plaintiff's property, through which 
the defendants had by their by-law directed a 
road to lie made :—Meld, that the defendants 
having gone to arbitration, were estopped from 
objecting that the by-law was not averred in 
tin* declaration to have been under seal. IV//- 
son v. Town of Fort Hope, 10 U. C. It. 4< T».

Assessment F.rror in Capitalization.| — 
Declaration on a county by-law to levy money 
for the general purposes of the year, alleging 
non-payment by defendants of tlie proportion 
to be raised by them. Plea, that in capital­
izing iIn* real property not actually rented, 
but held and occupied by the owners in the 
towns of N. ( the defendants i and ( '. and tlie 
village of I>.. and in capitalizing the ratable 
personal property there for tlie year, the 
plaintiffs capitalized at ten instead of six per


