
324 CANADA LAW JOtigNAL.

RE VIE W 0F CURRENT ENGLISH CASES.

(Regist.red ln accordaniee with the Copyright Act.)

ZOUTORS TO ONE 0O' THEMS£Lvxs-NoMINAL COXSIDERATON-
Bnr&AcH 0op TRtYsT-NOTICE-REVOOATION DY ONE TRANSFEROR
-REPYSAL TO REGISTER TR.tNs ER-DiR.ECTORt'E QUALiri-
CATION.

Grtundy v. Briggs (1910) 1 Chy. 444 was an action against
three directors of a Iimited company to restrain the defendants
front preventing the plaintiff £rom acting as a director, and to
rectify the register of cihareliolders by registering hM as the
owner of fifteen shares in the following circumstanees. One
James Grundy died entitled to 1 12 shares of the stock of the
defendant company, lie niade a w'ill appointing the plaintif and
four other persona his exectitora. The probate of the will was
prodiuecd to the conipany and the executors were registered as
the owucrs ol' th1 'ue . Subseqnently the plaintif wa& elected
director, aud Nwith the objeet of quaIifying him, the executors
executed a transfer to the plaintif of flfteen shares for a nominal
consideration. ]3cfore this transfer wvas registered one of the
executors riotified the company that he %vithdrew his signature,
and that the transier was a breach of trust and requested the
company not to register it. The direetors of the coînpeny there-
upon refused to register thxe transfer, and subsequently inforrned
the plaintiff that lie had ceased to be a director by reason of hie
not having acquired the necessary qualification, and thencefor-
wvard excluded hini front the directors' meetings. Eve, J., who
tried the action, held that the plaintiff was entitled to sueceed,
and that the refusai :o register the transfer was flot justifiable,
because the conxpany were flot warranted in gratuitously assuni-
ing that the transfer necessarily involved a breaeh of trust, or, in
the absence of any specific reasan being given for the withdrawal
of the signature, in refusing to register the transfer. He held
that the proper course for the directors to take would have been
to notify thp objecting executor that they would register the
transfer unless wîthin a specîfied tinte he obtained the order of
the court prohibiting its registration. He therefo% -e held thàt the
plaintiff was entii ed to have the transfer registered. But in


