
5'tOncs v. Me-ricntktskire B, ièding Soiety 2tg) Ch. 587, is a decision of Wzl
iar, .The facts of the cage were that the secretary of the defendants fiai em-.

bLzzked money of the defendants' anid that they had threatened him with prosecu-
tiori; that ha thereupori wrote ta the plaintiffs (his mother and brother) infcorming
thein of the strait lie was ini and entreating thetn ta corne to his aid, and that un-
less the claim was settled by a certain day the defendants were likely ta prosecute
hivm. The plaintiffs thereupon waited upon the defendants and paid a part of the
arnouimt embezzled in cash, and gave their prokiiissory notes to, secure the- bal-
atice. Nothing was said ta, nor was any agreement muade by, the defendants
about absta&ning from prosecuting. The Court, hcwever, found as a fact thet
the defendants must have known that the plaintiffs> object in settling the clairn
mWas to prevent their '-elative froin being prosecuted. The action was brought
tu recover the nîoney and promissory notes which had. thus been paid and given
tu the defendants. \Vill'ms, J., gave judgnient in favor of the plaintiffs. It
niay lie %veil to observe that in transactions of this kind a party makring the pay.
iinft, or giving the security, to relieve his relative froru a prosecution i.s not in

pari ddicto with the person to 'vhorn the paymnent is made or the security is

COIPAN%--TRAuspeR IF SHARE-CONLCTING EUVITIES To) SIIARES.

.1Xoore v. Nortt-IVeste'rin Bank (i89I), 2 Ch. 599 was an actionl ta, determine
the right to certain shares in a joint stock cornpany, The shares stood ini the
naine of Bradbun., the trustee of the wvill of J. L. Moore. The plaintiffs were
bciieicially entitled under the will. Bradbury had fraudulently deposited trans-
fers of the shares with the defendants as security for ai debt due by himseif ta
thein. By the terms of the articles of association every transfer of shares wvas
required ta be approved by' the directors before registration. The transfer ta
the bank ï4ad not been approved or registered by the comnpany wvhon notice of
the plaintiffs' claim wvas received bý ' then. Under these circumstances Ramer,
J., held that the plaintifts were entitled to the sha.res in preference ta the bank.
He says at p. 6oï2 ý "As between two persans claimning titie ta shares in a coni-
pan), like this, which are registered in the naine of a third party, priority of titie
p-evails, unless the claimant second ini point of tume can show that as between
himself and the campaziy, before the crnipany received notice of the claimn of the
lirst claimant, hie the second clairnant has acquired the full statits of a share-
holde>r; or at any rate that all formalities have been complied with, -and that
nothing more than some purely ministerial act rernains ta lie done by the corn-
pany, which as between the company arid the 'second clainiant the cornpany
could not have refused ta do forthwith; so that as betweeri himnself and the coin-
pany he may be said ta have acquired, in the wvords of Lord Selborne (SocteW-
GeIncérale de Paris v. Walker, ii App. Cas. 2o, 29), lapresent, absolute, uncon-
dtional right ta have the transfer registered, before the conipany wvas infarmed
of the existence of a better title."'


