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judge was of opinion that the contract was one for the benefit of
M ~ the infant and binding upon him, and grinted the injiunction

as prayed.

MOR1cG;o.0 AND u, 0.E-Cu;u ON IARts--TftANFt OFi or ul'' ý~urry
4N0MINER 0F OR <>-Ù)EACN ANI) L~AW ôI? Pkoi*tkiy Ac'r,

1881 (4 ,. 45 VR'T., C. 41), ss. 2,! s-RS0, .ga . 1, S-8. 4, & S. 2.)

M In Everitt v.Aitornatic H"eiglhing Machine CO. (1892), 3 Ch.
5o6. the plaintiff Nvas a shareholder of the defendant company
and was a debtor to the company, and by the articles of associa-
tion it was declared that the company should have a first and
paramnount lien on the shares of each miiber for his debts to the
company, and that for the purpose of enforcing such lien the
directors rnight, on default in paymcnt of a debt, sell the shares
and transfer themi to a purchaser. The defendants Nwere about
to execute this power, and this action was brought to restrain
theni froti doing so, and to compel themi to transfer the shares
to a nominee of the plaintiff on payment of the atnonnt (lue from
thte plaintiff to the comipany. The motion for the injunction wvas
resisted on the grotind that the !ien on the shares was not a
"charge " within the meaning of the Conveyancing and Law of

*Property Act (44 & 45 Vict., C. 41)e S. 2, and therefore s. 15 of that
Act did not apply (see R.S'O.. c. io2, s. 1) Ss-. 4, and s. 2). North,

Jhowever, held that the lien of the cornpany' Nvas a charge
Il ~ witbin the Act, and on the plaintiff undertaking, on1 four davs'

notice bv the cornpany, to pay the suti due from him, upon their
tr. fering the shares to his nomîlnee, he restrained the corn-
paux , until the trial or further order, froui selling the shares.
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li re Parkin, Hill v. Schw'arz (1892), 3 Ch. 510, was an action
t>i enflorce specific performance of a covenant made by a deceased
w.wm'm and her intended husband to the trustees .,f their mnar-
riage settiernent, that any poiver of appointment which should
thereafter becorne vested in the wvife should, if exectited by ber,
be executed i favour of the trustees of' the settlement. After
the inarriage, and during coverture, the wife had become entitied
to a pnwer of appointuient by will, and she died leaving a will
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