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nt his death, and attain 21 or rnarry, "provided that in case
any une or more of my children shall predecease me leaving an
child or children living at iy death, then %uch i»Iild or children
,ýf niy deeeased child shall take their parents' share. " The
questior to be deterrnined was whether or tiot the children of the
son, who wvas dkead at the (tata of the ivili , were enititled to par-
ticipate in the residne, and Joye, 'J., held that they were flot.

1Ii.CTICE-DEýCLARATORY J UDGMENT-DECh.XR.rION MJAT I.XPIIREI)
PATENT WVAS INVALID-RULE 289- (ONT. -J UD. ACTr, S. 157
(5»).

North Easteret M.E. Co. v. Lecds F'orge Co. (1906) 1 Ch. 324
%vas ait action to, obtain a declaration that a patent ~rat inven-
tio owiied by ftie defendants wvhich liad expired, wvas invalid,
ioQ? et relief beitiu a.ked. .Joyee, J., hield that in I lie
ê'trlcise of a proper discretion, the deciaration onglit tnt to be
utraiited, the case being in efYect an atternpt on the part of the
pli intiffs to anticipate thieir (lefeuc v iii case the dleferndants shoitihl
setà flt fo site the ph'iiffYs for ait iiufriingeient; atid the action
waks. therefore. thisiaed %with c~~

('tMP. NY--VOT x;-' PESOA L.YOIZ 13Y Plioxv "'-oL-POLL-
1SU PA1'Ein-M ANNER OF VOTING.

lit lIcJlillri? v. Li Roi Mliin.q f'n. (1906) 1 Ch. 3:31 a sotte-
wvha iovel iiiethod of taking tie vote of shareholders wvns re-
snrted to. the v'alidity of Nvhich ascalled in question., The
articles of the eomnpany provided iii the ordinary way for the
votes of shareliolders being given either persotnally or by proxy,
and that if a poil %-ere dernaccded it shiould be taken "iii sucli
niatiner and nt sudc fine and place as flic chiairinan of thec meet-
înq directs.'' At a getieral nieetirg, a poil wvas demaandeti andi the
chairrnaà directed that if should bu taken by maeans of pollilig
pal)ers signed by tbe zuienbers andi delivered at the offices of the
eornpatny on or hefore a fixed day. This Joyce, J., heid was
rieither v'oting personially nor, by proxy. and ivas ultra vires of
the chairinan to direct.

VFNDOR MMID Pt'RciiAsr- OP'EN CONTaAoT-PARTY WALL NOTICE
AND Aw,%RJ)--LAýTENT DEFECT-MAl.TERIAL FACT-DUITY OF
VENDOR TO DISCLOSE FACT --RESCI-SS1ON.

Ca rlsh v. Salt (1906) 1 Ch. 335 ivas an action by a pur-
<las.er to recover his depoRit, and expenses of investigating the
title to a parcel of latté iwhîch lie liad contracted to buy froni
the defenidants. but which contract had fallenl through in the


