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in France, consisting of three partners ail] domiciled ini Parie and
having no place of business in England. These (tefenda. were
sued in the firin naine and leave having been obtained to serve
thein out of the jurisdiction they were duly served at the princi-
pal place of business of the firm. They applied to set aside the
proceedings, on the ground that they could not be sued ini the firi
naine. Astbury, J., granted the application and the Court ofE! I Appeal (Buckley and Phillimore, L.JJ.) affinned bis order: A

;î 14typographical error appears in the headnote of this case, a very
i unusual thing, we may observe, in the Law Reports.

I COMPANY-WIN DING 7P-S1 RPLUS ASSETS-PREFERENCE MHARES
j t -CPITALRETtJRNEP -RIGHrS 0F PREFERENCE SHARE-

j ~ HILDERS IN SURPLUS.

J ~In re No4i'onal Telephône Co. (1914) 1 Ch. 7,55. This was a
winding-up proceeding. After payment of the ordinary and

j ~ preference shar-es in full a surplus of assets remained, ini which
the preference shareholders claimed a right to participate. but
Sargant, J., rejected the claim, holding that the preferential
rights, accorded to preference shareholders mn the creation of the
preference shares, either with respect to dividends or return
of capital, is prima facie a definîtion of the whole of thei r riglits as
to such sharcs, and negatives anv furthcr or other right-3 to wliich,

but for the qlpeeified rights, they would be entitled. It me.y be

~ i that the preference shares were not to share in surplus assets.

I COMPANY-WINIDNG; UP- EXAMINATION OF D1RFCTORS-POWEU

TO ORDER EXAMINATION IN OPEN COURT-COMPANIES CON-
SOLIDATION AcTr, 1908 (8 Eruw. 7, c. 69) S. 174-(R.S.C., c.

'IF ~144, s. 121).

In re Property Insurance Co. (1914) 1 Ch. 775. This was aH winding-up proceeding in which the liquidator having founci serious
- irregularities in the conduct of the company's business, had ob-

tained ex parte a summons for the examination of certain di-14rectors of the company in open court The English Rules as to
winOing-up proceedingsý provide that sueh examinations may he

i taken before a registrar oif the Court. The directors concerned
applied to rescinil the sumnmons on the ground that it l;hould not
have been inade ex pfirte and ut ail events shauld not have directed
thc examination to take place ia open Court, the applicants being

willîng to submit to pnivate examinaf ion before the registrar.


