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Pý of the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act 1875 (38 & 39
Vict., c. 86) s. f rom whichi Cr. Code S. 53 (f) is adapteti.

* OOPAN-~D~,.A~o iltRKIOLDiR-NOTICE, WHERE SHAREHOLDmR 18 DICAI>
-RI«sTrl~î>AOI FORiItIUREOP qHAurt4,

A lnv. GvIid Re«fr ($99) 2 C h. 4o, was a -ction by the repre-
scîttatives of a deceaseti shareholtier of the dL fendant cornpanLy to
set aside a pretendeti flbrilituro of certain shares to which the
deccasei %vas entitled, and also to have it declareti that the company
\vas flot entitleti to a lien on certaini other shares, on the grounti
that the notices of mecetings, and calls, on %vhich the forfeiture was
bascd, and lien claimed, were insufficient, having been sent to the

deceased's address after the conipany's oficers knev that he %vas
dec.Thtere was no provision in the comnpany's articles providing

that notices sent to the adtiress of any deceased shareholder shoulti
binti his estate, anti, ini the absence of ariy such provision,
Kekewich, J. held that notices so sent wvere invalid, andi could flot
be iade the basis of any forfeiture of, or lien on, the sbac ofth
deceaseti shareholder, as against his representatives.

PRtAOTIOE .-Evîrw.FNcEli-INTEtRLýIwuroRV NOTION-1NFORNMATION ANDl ~IE.ltl-
-AFFIIDAVIT-RUýLr .523-<ONT. RULH 518.)

Iii fre Birril, Doig- v. Birre// ( 1899) 2 C h. 5 o, wvas a case in which
an affidavit was tendereti on an interlocutory motion foutideti
c>n information and belief; the deponent>s informant wvas not
subpoenaed anti matie no affidavit, and it did flot appear that any
irretriediable injury would resuit from the exclusion of the evidence.
Under these circums-tances Kekewich, J. ruledý that it ought tiot to

betcie.The moral of %vhicih is, that, eveti on an interlocutory
motion, it is generally ativisable to atiduce direct evidence if it cati
bc procured, anti not rely on mere hearsay.

TENANT FOR LP-ESIO -SPECIYIC 13FE4JLST-LIABII.ITV OF I.EuîArEIý Oie

IýEASEflOLD TO PÀV RENT.

I re GjerS, C~OOP.r V. GjerS (1899) 2 Ch. 54, the conflicting cases
of In re Betty, (i 899) 1 Ch. 8z i (sec ante p. 6 27) and I re Tomn-
linson (1898) i Ch. 232 (sec anite Vol. 34, P. 224) were under con-
sideration by Kekewich, J. The facts of the case were as follows:
An assignee of a lease, specifically bequeatheti ail his interest in
the demiseti premises to his wife for life, or widowhood, anti the


