
(JPateaMail,November 30 and December3.)
Colonial Land Settlement and EndowmentAssociation v.Ntjtsfobd— Claim £6. Mr. Hamerton appeared for plaintiff, and
said that this wasa case under the Evidence Act. The defendantwasa shareholderin the Association. The Association were tryingto force acall on the shareholders whichthose in thisdistrictresisted,
and this case was the outcome.

Thomas Nutsford, the defendant, said :Iam a watchmaker,residing atPatea. Iwas induced to takeup shares in the ColonialLand Settlement andEndowment Association of New Zealand,Limited. Ifirst heard ofthemeeting in Wanganui. There was ameetingcalled byFatherKirk todiscuss the questionof starting afund for the educationof Catholics, as the Government would notassist them. Owing tostatements made by Mr. Lundon, Collectorof Customs, with regard to Mr. Cook, the proposedmanager,themeeting broke up without doing anything. Some time after thisIcame to Patea, and FatherGrogan mentionedabout the Associationafter service at the church. He recommended us to support it as
a body. Father Groganalso stated thatMr. Cook, who was thenatPatea, would beable togive us any information and receive appli-cations. A great many took shares from Mr. Cook;Itook ten.FatherGrogan told me that Mr.Cookhadinformed him that15,000shares had been taken up. Document produced marked A washandedto meby Mr. Cook, andby endorsementon that documentheauthorisedmeto receive applicationsfor shares. Istated at thetime thatit wasa poor, paltryprospectus,andaskedhim if he had
not another. He thenhanded medocument marked B. Iwas in-duced to take the shares on the representation cf Father Grogan andMr.Cook. Iaskedhim withregard to the endorsementondocumentA what commission would be allowed on the saleof shares. Heanswered there was oo commission allowed, for economy's sake. Ihavenever received any separatenotice for any oneof the four callslam suedfor. Thatproducedis a copy of the Articles of Associa-tion and the Memorandum of Association. Ihave not receivednotice as specified inrule 90, on page 23. Idid notreceive acopy
of the Articles until the end of July, 1883. That producedis thebalance-sheetsent tome from Wellington. On receipt of balance-sheet a meetingof shareholderswas heldinPatea, at which it wasdecided tosend a delegate to Wellington toask questions as to thereportand balance-sheet. That producedis a copy of the noticeIreceivedunder whichMr.ODea wassent to Wellington. Iam notaware of any authority, nor have Iheard of any, whereby theCompany s money couldbe appropriatsd for bonuses. With regardto the item of £168 11s. Id,commissions,Iam not aware of anyauthority for that. Mr. Cook told me there was none Thereis an item £460 2s. 9d., salaries, for which Iam not awarethat there is any authority inour regulations. With regard to theitem '"To sundry creditors, £447 18s. 4d.,"Icannot understand it.Inregard to the directionof the Company prior to the meeting ofJuly, theHon.William Clifford,Mr. Charles,and Jas. Cook appearas the directors. By the memorandum the Hon. WilliamCliffordhadonly 10 shaTes. By the regulationsnoonecan be a directorwhohas less than50 shares.Iam awarethat the annualmeeting wasnotover till after the 27th July. .Allmy calls as per summons weremade before theconclusionof themeeting. Ireceived the documentproducedas theresultof tbemeeting.

The Courthere adjourned for an hour.
f ,°,n,nresumin& tQe examinationof Mr. Nutsford was continued« as follows :—:

—
Ifirst decided to paynocalls to the Company in consequenceof a conversationIhad withMr. Mcllhone, then livinginWanganuiwhereinIascertainedthat apetitionhad been sentin by a numberof gentlemen to the Directors, requesting them not toallowMrCook to travel for the Company, as,from his conduct, he was not atit person to travel for the Company, and, inconsequence of thispetition Mr. Cook returned Mr. Mcllhone's application moneystating that the Directorsrefused toallot him any shares. This conyersation resultedfromthepetition they forwarded from Wangamuto Wellington. IfMr.Cookhad represented the "Company triflv Iwouldnot have taken the ebares.

*'
James ODea deposedas follows: lama carpenter and builderresiding m Patea. Iam a shareholder in the Company, to theamount of eight shares. Iwasacting agent for the Company hereThat producedismyauthority. Ifirst heardof theCompany through

cHL* Sffyil "^S?.o**0** aniBrovm add«*sed to Fatherurogan. ThmWaß ona Saturday. Thenext day atmorning service

theRev. FatherGrogan stated that Messrs. Cook and Brown wereSwp?fSBln#oSceTntryf.or ĥarest° the Company,' and stating the2X« .F?.
F?Jher,Gr°gan toldany who wished to take up shares toremainm the church after service. After service no one remainedto takeup sharesexceptmyself. Mr. Cook askedme togowith him2L ~aftfmoon |? Ol'd<? tocan"ss forshares. Iwent,!nd wesold? to,tT£? artle\ In^eeveningFather Grogan stated he was!Xi£! ?„♥hafc_no.^res were taken up, and he heldout furtherEn»fif? IB'I8' ue,inducenients werethat there would be aneventfulbenefit to shareholders, education of Catholic children, the advan-tage to the labouring classes in the acquisitionof land,etc. The

aprJ,v aT? agreat manype°Ple took UP shares at tQa* night'sservice. There was representationsmade to me byMr. Cook astoawi"o^o&° f th!ComPany- He said that there were100,000SfinnSif2lOs-
P^ share, but that it was only contemplated to"}r2?£ Pers^e- .Mr.. Cook asked me thatnight ifIwouldgo

he"SVS? Tlth b,m.the foll"*g day andshow him wherehe would be likely to sell shares. Ididso,and we were successfulnearly everywhere we went. He wentaway toHaweraafter threeor four days,leavingme as agent, giving mea writtenauthority,andalso asserting in the Patea Mail my authoritytoact. After Mr.Cook left Pateahe returned and had a conversotion with me. Hetold mehe had dispensed withMr.Brown's services,andsent him toci"Dg
fwW

M
hb£ rdT& eDOUgh topay his PassaSe- He said *c wasaware that Mr. Mcllhont was as the headof the petitionsent tofs*2??V£r^f.^tors callinghim (Cook)back to Wellington.Cook said ifMcllhonedidnot keepquiethe woulddo the same withSnlV IKa9 £ c had Brown ia Wanganui. After this conver-sation Cook leftfor Haweraagain. Inext heardfrom Cook at Auck-Jand. Ireceived letter produced. That was the first letterIgotfromhim. Previous to thisIhad receivedthe allotment paper pro-duced. Aftercomparingthe dates of these documentslamcertainIreceived theallotmentpaper first, and from Auckland. Ireceivedanumberof others along withthis one. J collected the moneyforthis and theothers,and senta bank draft to Wellington through theBank of New SouthWales. 'When Mr.Cook appointedmeagenthesaid the work was tobe done economically, andhe didnot promiseme any commission. WhenIwroteto him with the bank draft, Itold mmIcouldnot act as agent any longer,and recommendedhimtoappoint a commission agent. The letter (produced) is the answer,in this letter he recommends Ishould pay local accounts withoutreference to the Directors. Inext received letter (produced) re-questing me to make a call. In this letter he recommends me tosend the call direct to him withont registration. AfterIhadrefusedto act for the CompanyIreceived a letter (produced) slating thatwas tohavecommission. That wasthe first intimationIhad thatIwastohave commission. Ireceived letter (produced) whichstatedtnatIwas to have6dcommission per share for the shares sold byme,providedIcollected the calls andproxies. Mr. Cook forwardedme alot of proxypapersmade out inhis favour. On receiptof thatletterIcalled ameetingof shareholdersand pointedoutto them thestepsMr. Cookhad taken. After discussing the matter we decidedthat we wouldscratch outMr.Cook'sname andput in thatof BishopRedwood. We did so and sent thepapers to Wellington. They wereallduly signed by the shareholders. There were about 50 Whentne proxies werelodged at the Company's office Mr. Cook said theycouldnot be acted on,as the calls were not paid, and he rfejectedthem According tothe rules of the Associationhe was justified inrejecting them. Iwassent by thePateashareholdersto attend themeetingof shareholdersinWellington on the25th July, whichIdid.This meeting was adjourned till the following day owing to thechairman not attending. There were six present at the meeting!

The meeting wasfinishedon the 26th. The report (produced) wasconsidered at the meeting. One of my objects in attending themeeting was toask questions on that report. After the minutes ofthe previousmeetinghad beenread andconfirmed, Iasked the per-mission of the chairman to make a few remarks on the report andbalance sheet To this Mr. Cook strongly objected, and called theattentionof the chairmrn to my being out of order. The chairman,however, consented to my addressing the meeting. Iasked thechairmanwhat was themeaning of the first itemunderthe headingExpenditure:— Bonus charges £25. Mr.Cook refused to answeratnrst, but on my insisting onan answer, the chairman told him hewould have to reply. Mr. Cook said.it was given toa shareholderinshares sothathemight act asadirectorof the Company Idon'tknowthe shareholderto whom the shares weregiven. Inext askedas to the item Commissions, £168 Us Id, whatit was, and whoitwent to. Hisreply was that it came to mo andmy equals, the localagentsm the various districts of New Zealand. In answer,Itoldthe meeting thatIwasin aposition todeny this,asIhad appliedtoMr. Cook for my commission and he hadrefused it. Iasked aboutthe item Salaries, £460 2s 9d. The Chairman'sreply was,"Isupposeit s for Cook. Ithenasked the chairmanwho fixed the salary, andhe said
"
Isuppose Cook himself." No other directors made anyremark,nor didMr. Cook contradict the statement. The next itemIasked about was £100, directors' fees, which Mr. Cook said wasnxedby the directors for themselves,but that none of them wouldaccept of if. Idid not ascertainfromhim where the money wasatthat time. Mr. MichaelBolun, whose nameappears on the Articlesof Associationand also ontheMemorandumofAssociation, informedme thathe hadnoshares and thathe had never taken upany intheCompany, and thatMr. Cookhadbeen tohim and requested him toput his namem the book inorder thathemight get shares taken upas he travelled through the country. Previous to themeetingon the26th,Ihad anopportunity of speaking to Mr. Richard Dignan, who

is representedasbeing theholder of ten shares, andIasked him ifhe was a shareholder. He told thatit wasonly a few days beforeIsaw him thathe hadtaken fifty shares. Igathered from bim thatbefore,he took these filtyshaTes he had none at all, also, that Mr.Cookhadinduced bim to take these sharesin order thathemightplace him on lhe directory. It appears from the Articles ofMemorandum that theHon.W. Clifford, oneof the first directorsofthe Company,has only ten shaTes, whereasby Rule 6, he shouldhaveat least 50. Messrs.Dignan andO'Brien informedme that they hadadvanced bybill to Mr, Cook the sum of £25 for expenses. They

Friday,December 21, 1883. NEW ZEALAND TABLET.
Bays the correspondent of the Times, 'anofficer marched down his
regiment toslaughter the goats sa'crifieed on the occasion of oneof
their festivals.' He adds that at these religious festivals ' the
colours were actually carried in front of the idols,andblank car-
tridges were issued by the commanding officers from the Govern-
ment magazines! The Sepoysattended infulluniform, worshipped
theimages, andcalled on them tobless the standardsand the arms
which they bore inthe Company's service.' Mr.Bussell might well
say,'For aChristian people wedid very odd things in India;'and
perhaps it may even be doubted whether this light rebuke,which
appears tohave satisfied his temperate indignation, wasaltogether
adequate to the occasion." Isit any wonder,then, to find the Times
making its "boastthat the Protestantpowerspreservedtheheathenism
of theworld, andhow far arethe Jesuits disgraced by the enmity
this newspaperdisplays towards them ?

—
Theirpersecutionmayvery

fitly gotoadorn themonument that heathenism forms to theglory
of Protestantism,andinwhich, as we see,Bible-loving England has
aprincipalpart.

—
Bat thatitis so should havea peculiar meaning

for thoughtful men.

AN INTERESTING CASE.
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