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'RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

their Nominees, applied to be registered.
ee’esban%{’ thqugh consenting to the trus-
SeCur_reglstratlo'n, had never waived their
the ¢ 1ty ; the directors refused to register
WereruStee' Bacon, V.-C., had held they
em V:mng, 'but. the (;ourt (?f Appeal held
thai tho'be ]u§t{ﬁed in th(‘an* refusal, and
er o eir 4dechn‘mg to register the trans-
appr the bank's nominee was not a dis-
voig val of the transfer so as to render it
e WuDder the 'artlcles, and that the trus-
as thas not entitled to the shares so long
rerna'e tr::.msfer to the bank’s nominee
. rlnffd in force, ar'ld was not entitled to
sent z?'lstered, notwithstanding the con-
eliv the tral?sferees. Lord Selborne who
st&ti:red the judgment (?f the Court (after
, transfg that. the proviso which made
ers void which were not approved

Y the directors applied to cases where

s e‘:l'ansfer‘ee was rejected as an irrespon-
o r.PP-.l'son, and not to the case of a refusal
Pan ‘?gls'ter a tr:jmsfer because the Com-
remi i interest is involved), proceeds to
Sent .r “upon the eﬂ'ect. of the bank’s con-
ing c;f We had no evidence of the mean-
trst t}_lat f:on.sent., but the cou‘nsel for the
that :ﬁ in liquidation has candidly told us
t the bank had no idea of giving up
ge:‘:.zecurity. They consented in order to
SeLo;}‘ _°f the right of the company to a
. in respect of their claim; and if

X ey iould have procured the transfer of
ens ares into the name of the trustee,
Bive S};fme arrange:mc‘ent was to be made to
e t}(: ect to their interest. ‘It seems to
tha’t ) }illt the company was entitled to say,
o i e tw.entleth article relates only to
s itle which the trustee in liquidation
ot :.nder the Bankrupt Act, and does
l'ustenable a prior tr.ans.feree‘ an(.i such
ney foe to combine their t1t1e§ in this man-
e tol‘b‘the purpose of enabling the trus-
e registered on behalf of both, and

So .
to get rid of the company’s right under
rtlcle 17'1) )

SOLICITOR—ARTICLED CLRRE-~PREMIUM.

Passing over several cases of no special
interest or application in this Province, we
come to the case of Fr7isv. Carr (28 Ch. D.
409), in which the father of a solicitor’s ar-
ticled clerk sought to recover a proportion-
ate part of a premium paid to a solicitor
who had died, on the ground that, by the
death of the solicitor, it had not been fully
earned ; but Pearson, J., not without some
hesitation, came to the conclusion that
there was no obligation in law to return
any part of the premium under such cir-
cumstances, and neither could the Court,
by virtue of its summary jurisdiction over
solicitors, say that a different rule should
be applied to a contract of this kind
between a third person and a solicitor
than would be applied to a like contract
between other persons.

INFANT—JOINT TENANOY—SEVERANCE.

We have noticed the next case, Drage
v. Hartopp, in our notes of recent English
Practice Cases, and now proceed to con-
sider that of Burnaby v. Equitable Reversion-
ary Interest Society (28 Ch. D. 416), in
which the short point was, whether an
infant who was entitled in remainder
jointly with two others to a share in Bank
annuities standing in the name of trustees,
had by her marriage settlement, which
contained a proviso for the settlement
of the present and after acquired property
of the intended wife, thereby severed the
joint tenancy. The wife attained twenty-
one, and died without having attempted
to repudiate or avoid the covenant in the
cettlement, but having made a will in pur-
suance of powers thereby given her. Two
points were taken—first, that the infant’s
.deed being voidable could not sever the
joint tenancy, and, second, that being
under coverture until she died, she could
pot deal with her reversionary property
either by way of ratification of a voidable
deed or otherwise. But Pearson, J., was




