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IEXPROPRIATION-L.NND CLAUýtsES ACr 1845 (8 & q VicT. c. i8> s. 68-** LA.NSm
INJURIIO-USLY AFFECTE» '- RESTRICTIVE COVESAIT*%'-CO~ N-F%..TFF*S RIGifl

TO COMIPES.I'SON-" BUILDLNG.:

In T/te Lon;g Faton Recreation Grozinds C'o. v. The AIid/and Ry.
1'1902) 2 K.B. 574 Lawrance, J., decides twnû points, first. that a
railwvay embankment is "a building" wvithin the meaning of a
restrictive covenant against erecting a building of any kind other
than private houses ; and secondIv, that iihere lands are expro-
priated for the purposes; of a railwav undertaking, the adjoiniing
land, whose owner is entitled to the benefit of a restrictive covenant
bv the owners of thý_ land expropriated against building thercon
any build-'ig other than private houses, is '-injurlously affected"
wvîthin the meaning of the Laind Clauses Consolidation .Act 1845,
s. Ï38, bv the erection i>y the expropriators of a railway embank-
ment on the land bound by the restrictivc covenant, and the
covenantc is entitled to compensation under the AXct in respect of
the breach of suchi covenant against thc railway companN.

COMPANY- Di RFCTLR-Qt-.L]FicATrioS HRE-RAîw DIJRC~TORS QVALI.

FIC.4TlON - ALLOT.NENT OF SHARES TO DIREL TOR ro iAIV IIE O

£X.CsS.OFFICE V.WATION 0F OFWFICE BY IRF(TOR.

) 3f/zrauxv. Lond<'ni and i?, ,nn,aia & M1. Ins.ce. Co. (1I902>)
2 K.B. 589 I[is was an appeal fromn the decisioni of Phillimore,
J., upon a couniterclairrn of the defendants for £;o, bcing the
aîînount of a call upon 200 sharer standing in the plaintiff's naine
ini thc defcndant company's books. l'le plaintiff denied that lie
wvas thîe holder of thc shares. I t appeared b>' the evidence that the
pl.îintiff wvas a clirector of the defendant cornpany and hcld the
nccessary qualification under the articles of association, viz., 50
sharcs. B,. a rc'soluti mi passed at a gcneral meecting of the share-
hol<Icrs tlic qualificationi for a director ivas ri~dto 25o shares.
'l'le plaintiff was present bot]. at the mnceting of thc directors at
whîlich the proposed Incrcase in qualification w aIs aîc~.U,.nd
also at the miectitig of thc sharejiolders at which it wvas confirrned


