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part- of the seheme the debenture-holders were to accept ordinary
shares iii the new companw. This scheme was duly sanctioned
by a majority of the debenture-holders, and the Court of Appea!
(Lindley, Lopes, and Kay, L.JJ.), thoughi fot agreeing with the
reasons of North, J., affirrned his decision dismissing the action.
North, J., was of opinion that if the resolution did flot bind the
plaintiff h, wvas flot damnified; but the Court of Appeal disposed
of the case on its merits, and held that the plaintiff could flot suc-
ceed because he was barred by the decision of the majority of the
debetiture-holders. In the foot note on P. 484, a similar case,
M'ercantile Iitvestinent Co. v. International Co. of Mexico, is also re-
ported, in which the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Bowen, and Fry,
L.JJ.) decided that the majority of debenture-holders could flot
bind a dissentient minority under a similar provision Nvbere the
debenture-holders' rights were undisputed and capable of being en-
forced -without difficulty. In other words, unless the occasion for
a "compromise" of the rights of the debentuie-holders exists, the
powver to bind the minority by any resolution for the mnodification
of theil rights does not arise. The Court of Appeal also held in

~~i that case that an advertiseinent in a newspaper concerning a me~t
ing of shareholders under a trust deed is sufficient notice, uinless
the deed expressly requires the notice to be given by circular or
otherwise; and that a notice required to be 'Iat least fourteen
days " ineans that there mnust be fourteen clear days between the
issut of the advertisement or cîrcular callig the meeting and the

Il! ~~day of the meeting, but that it is not neessary thatteesol
be fourteen days between the day such notice actuaily cornes to
the knowvledge of the persons required to be notified and the dla\
of the meeting.

\'ENDoR A.Ni! II'URCIASER-COVENJANt FOR, ''IT[.lý-NCt'MIBRANCE BY i'ERSON, FRONT

David v, Sabin, (1893) 1 Ch. 5z3, is a case which under the
Ontario system of registration of deeds could hardly arise ; at
the saine time it is deserving of notice as sh owing the extent to
which a covenant for titie is binding on the covenantor. The de-
fendant granted a lease for ninetv-nine years to one Baylis.

j Baylis made certain sub-leases by way of mortgage. Subse-
quently he surrendered the original lease to the defendant with-

j'out disclosing the existence of his sub-leases. By a subsequent

J.,


