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COMPAN4Y - WIND!NG-Ujp:--C*~ 8TI ITK- CONUPT TO ACT AS
DKRITOI-IIAUICAINSliAPI#, àGkZIMRNr TO AC3PT.

In re Ilrrynia Copper ComParnl, (1894) 2 Ch. 403; 7 R. June
94, was an application in a winding-up proceeding to remnove

-the name-of the appllc=at froin the list of contribu±o.les. -Ihe
applicant had been named in the articles of the company as one
of the original directors, and the articles proviaed that a director's
qualification should be the h~olding of, shares to the nominal
aMOUnt Of £250. The original articles had flot been signed by
the applicant, but it was proved that hie had signed a prospectus
of the comparay and a print of the articles, and had admitted in
writing thatlhe had consented to join the board. The articles
provided that unless a director acquired bis qualification shares
within a nionth of his a 'ppointment hie should "Ibe deemed
to have agreed to talce the saine." H1e subsequently refused to
take the sh *ares, and resigned his office as directar; Dut Wright, J.,
and the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes, and Kay, L.JJ.) were
unanirnous that he was properly placed on the list c'fcontribn~tories
for shares to the amount Of £250.

INFANT-MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT-CONFIXMATION 0F D199D BY SETTLOR AFTER
ATr'AININO MAJORITY.

M. re Hodsrns, Williams v. Knight, (1894ý 2 Ch. 421; 8 R.
J uly 174, a lady, while an infant, executed a rnarriage settiement.
After attaining hier majorit3', she executed a cteed confirrring the
settiernent, but this deed was flot acknowledged under the Fines
and Recoveries Act. Chitty, J., held that the ratification of a
contract made in infancy is flot in the nature of a new contract,
and that therefore it was flot necessary to its validity thar it
should be executed with the formalities of a new and or.*ginal
deed, and that the ratification was valid ind binding, notwith-
standing the coverture of the lady.

LsssoR AND LitSRXF-AcCCSS OF< AIR-ROnATION FROM GRANT-PAROL
LicitNsE--REVOCATION 0OF LICENSZ WITHOUT NOT!CP-NJJNCTION.

Aldin v. Latimer, (1894) 2 Ch. 437; 8 R. July i8o, was an
action by a lessec. to restrain the lessor's assigns from building
upon adjoining property so as to interfère with the accesa of air
to the den-iised premnises. The premises of the plaintiff had been
leased for a timber yard, which business hie had covenante3 with
the lessor he would carry on. After the making of the lease he had,
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