
______1_ C~' dEnglisk cases. 669rwhich they were in fact intended, and flot as additions to themnayor's salary, and on that footing he determined that the pay-
ment of intere3t on the £zo,ooo ta the college wtas invalid, but

thtteappropriation for ceiebrating the royal wvedding was
valid. Hie deprf ites the idea of corporations attempting tû do
by subterfuge whal hey cantiot legally do directly.

ComPÀNY-WiNDNGo UP-ABusr, ov ik(ot"ss oF coup--Ir N>llN

in re A Comnpany, (1894) 2 Ch. 349, Wiliiams, J,, holds that
î where a petition is presented ostensibly to wind up a cornpaniv,

but in reality for another purpose, siich as pUL.cng pressure on
the companv, the court will, on the application of the companiv,
restrain the applicant from proseriiting tiwe petition bv advcrtising
it, and stav ail proceedings upon it. lut this case, on tixe facts
disclosed iii the petition, the peuttioncr appeared to have nio locus
qtandi to pLescnt the petition.

Richîardson v. Routree. (1894) A.C. 217 ; ô R. Api. t, îs one
of that class of cases which appeau to uis rat heu bard to recoucile
%vith coxu..rxon sense. The action wvas brc.uight by a passenger
aigainst a ste.' niship c.mnpanv «) recover dainaes for p)cr,'.onal
injury received %whilst traivellintg iii one of the defenîlants' sliips.
'l'le plailitiff purchased a ticket for a steeuage passage, and on the
ticket were the wvords: It is rtalvagreeci. for the consid-
vration afi)resaid, that this ticket is issued andI 'j-cceptvd upon
the ftil1ov itg conditions,' nt of thle co nditions heing that the
voinipanvy .vas flot to bie hiable fou injuries to peuson or property
o.f the p 1asctiger beyorid $100. 1T1w jury fcaud that d'e plainitiff
kîxew there wvas %%,rititig or printitug on the ticket, bot that she
iii not knot% what it was, atud tîxat thr defenlants did flot do
%Vhat wvas reasouablv stifficient to give lieu notice of the condi-
tiens, and thtcy found a %erdict for the plaintiff for £100). The
Hloue of Lords affirrned the Court of Appeal (Lord Eshier, NM.,
and Lindley and Lopes, L.jj.). that ffiere was evidence to wvar-
rant the finding of the jury, and that on the finding the plaintiff
wvas entitled tu jud-ment. Ha-ving regard to the nature of thi;
ýW1itfact, aid dt waý,-, iii Uliu t-rdiiuar\ cour-ie ýf busincss, it
etitered itnto, it seenis ta us tu be iinxposing a nicst unreasouable
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