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Full Court.] [April 1.

RE GOOD AiND JACOB Y. SHÀxTz SON & Co. LImITED.

Conbpanb,-By-daw to resfrict fta tra-ns fer of fully paid #p
shares-Refiisal of directors to aliw tra-nsf er-Domin èioni
Companies Act.

Appeal by the above conipany frorn the judginent of a
Divisional Court, 21 O.L.R. 153, dismissing appeal from the
order of Teetzel, J., who directed the transfer of certain shares
to Good. The appeal in this matter was limited, on the applica.
tion for special leave, to the one general question, v,-., the
power of the appellants, a company incorpi :ated under the
Dominion Companies Act, R.S.O, (1886), c. 119, to restriet
the traîisfer of fully paid up shares in the conipany as enacted
in their by-law No. 2, clause 17; in other words, whether hy
virtue of their statutory powers they could pass and enforce
sucli a by.law.

He 1, that it was ibeyond the powers of the company as de-
flned by the Act to* prohihit the transfer of paid Up shares.
Appeal diarnissed.

MEREDITit and MAGEFE, JJ.A., dissented.
DiiVeruet. K.C., and Lefroy, K.-C., for appellants. S9.

Jo/iK.C. and IV. M. Crain, for respondents.

Full Court.] [April 25.

WADE V. RocHEsTEu GEEMAN FIRE INSURANCE CO.

Pire t surance.-Stati.tory !oiiditioii-s?ignmn-t of policy for
be nefit of creditors-Asignmrent iot absoiute-PolUcy iiot
vo id.

This was au appeal by the defendants fromi the judgment of
MIDDLETON, J., who found in favour of the plaintiffs. Tho sole
question presented for discussion was whether an assignment


