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WILIr-CNTUCTIoN-LGÂCY ON CONDITION OP THU LJ2GATIIE
IfflUINING IN A CERTAIN "IIMPLOYM£ENT" FOR A, SPECIFTE>
PEmIUO--S~ZRICI IN H.M. FORCES WHETHER BREACH OF
CONDITON.

In re Cole, Cole v. Cole (1919) 1 Chy. 218. This also wus a
case of construction of a will whereby a testator had bequeathed
a legacy to his three sons who should, prior to attaining the age of
tvventy, enter the eniploy of 'a naxned company and remnain in such
er..ploy until the a ge of thirty -three. One of the sons born in 1895
in 1913 entered the eirploy of the namned company, but in Septemn-
ber, 1914, he voluntarily enlisted in H.M. Forces, with the consent
of the directors of the eomipany, from which he had flot obtained
his discharge. The trustees applied to the Court to determine
whether the legatee had ren'ained in the employment of the
coxr.pany wNithin the imeaning of the will while serving in the Érmy.
Sargant, J., decided that he had, and that the fact -ýhat his actual
services and pay had been suspended during his absence was not
niaterial.

COMPANY-SIIARS-JOINT HOLDING-IÙGHT OP JOINT 14OLDERS
TO SPLIT THItIR HOLDXINGs-ALTEEiATION or R1EGISTER.

Burn8 v. Siemens (1919) 1 Chy. 225. This was an action to
conipel a joint-stock comnpany to rectif y its register in respect o!
certain shares jointly field by the plaintiffs in the companyv. These
shares were at present registered in the joint naines of the plaintiffs
Burns and Han' boro and under t.he articles of the cornpany Burns,
whose nore appearcd first on the register, was alone entitled to
vote on and represeiut the sha res at n- eetings o! the company, and
consequently in the crse of 131,ins' ilness, the sheres could not be
represented. The plaintiffs deieIto have the register altered,
and have one-haif the sharcs, jegistcre,-t in the naines of Hamnboro,
and Burns. l'le eolr.ptiti, for soir e reasoai not very apparent,
resisted the ailtion, but Astbur-y, J., who tried it, held that the
pin intifsg were entitled to liave the rectification o! the register
which they desired.

II3EL--EXCFSIVE DAMAIES1-MISDIRECTIoN-NEW TRIAL-ORD.
XXXIX. Ii. 6-(JNT. JuD. Ac'r, s. 28).

Barber v. Deutsche Bankc (1919) A.C. 304. This was an action
f,3-r libel in respect of eighit bis of exchange accepted by the
piaintiffs. The hbel was proved as to one bill, but not as to the
other seven. Special dainage as to the seven \vas shewn by
reason of the stateitent coin plained of to the amnounit of £460.


