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RE VIE W 0P CURREiN7' ENGLISII CAISES.
<Kegistertd ln "cordane with thle CopyrtghL Act.)

EXPRORInATION OF' LANSCdiT-ÀPIAINTO COURfT To

SJETTLFE NEW $CIIEME-COSTÀt.

~'4 ~lit re ll!o('qree» Gos pel li (1909) 1 Ch. 263. Certain lands
iqelaiging to a eharity were, pursuant to ptatutory powers, expro-

pated by the London County Couneit; and in consequenee of
sueli expropriation, it became neces&tîry to apply to thc court for
a r.ew scheine for the regulation of the charity, and it wus held

%yWrrington, J.. that the costs of sueh application are pay-
able by the expropriaters.

COM2%P.ANY-ACTION 1-N OPM Cil OMPANY-DEcTOR YfAVINfk
MA.JORITY OF' VOTPS-MOTION 12" NAME Or' C<)MI.A2TY TO STAY

ACTION BP017GIIT IN ITS Nv1-oT-oî!rn

" In Ma)-shail's Valve Gear Co M.Iajtiig (1909) 1 Ch. 267 a
y motion wvas madie in the naine ofthe plaitiif couipany to %tay

the action es having been brouglit withiout, its authority. The
facts were that there were four directors of plaintiff company
whe between theni hield substantially the whole of the sub-
seribed share eapital of the conmpany. One of them, 'Marshall,
held the majority of the shares, but flot three-fourths. Trhe
other three shareholders were also interested in the defendant
eonmpany, which was owner of a patent, ivhieh, as Marskiail

ïý claimed, was an infringement, of a patent ow.-ed byý the plaintifV
company. and lie autborized the I)I'se'ft action to be brought
aga-inst the defendant eompany to restrain suelh alleged infringe-
mert. The otiier tlirve direetors were opposed to the bringing of
the action. in these cîreumrstaiiees thc threc oppasixlg directors
in the nane of the plaixitifY coînpany inoved to stay the action.
It xvas admnitted that it would bs- useless to eall a meeting of

V ~ shareholderq. as Marshall had the riajority of votes and wished
thec antion to go on . Neville. J., was of the opinion that the
majority of the shareliolderq had a right to control the action of
the directors, and tihat the motion mnust be refused, and that
with costs, and as the opposing directors who hAd instituted the
application were xot noiniually before the 2ourt, the solicitors

i î-î who had instituted the proecedings inust be pergofially ordered
ý -. Htto pay thein ms betiveen solieitor and client.


