
ENGLIBH CASES.*i

ndi.LANDWORD AND TENANT--CHtTTEL5--TtDF. FIXTURtES-COVFN-
osed NT TO YIELD UP '<EPriCTIONS ANI) IUILDING9 IN 0000 REPAIR.'
prP ol e-Gar6w v. Westcrn Coit nitts d~Gemeral Mlanure Co.

(192) 2Ch.97. hiswasan atio fo damgesforbreacli of
de covenant contained in a lease, to yield up at the determination

nf" crections and buxildings" on the demised premises in geod
Uec repair. The lessees were manufacturera ci artifiial ianure, and

ion.for the purposes cf their business had ereeted various tankb aJad
1011 towvers On the demised premises; these crections rested on solid
re- Lotîndations. though flot; artuelly fastened thereto. The defend-

tly ants claîmed that they werc reînovable either asi ehattels or trr.de
fixtuires, but Sargant, J., held aind the Court of Appeal, (Lor-c

TV Sterndale, M~.R., and Warrington and Younger, L.JJ.) afflrméd
lis- his decision, that they were buildings and erections within the

meaning of the covenant.

toinAYUNFTIT1 POWER TO EXPROPRIATE SHÂRES 0F ANY
en;IR;101DR"Oi FIDr FOR THE 13ENEFIT OF 'I (E COM2-en PNY AR A %«IILr"-RICETO Ille FIXFCD BY D1IRECT0rtl-IN-

e VALIDITY 0F RESOLUTION.
id Dofe»i Tinplate CJo. v. DoneUly Steel Co. (1920) 2 Ch. 124. Ini

e this pase the plaintiffs, who( were shareholders of the defendant
d company, contested the vafldity of certain resolutions which had

heen passed authorizing the dcfendants to expropriate the shares
Of any shareholders, expept s specifled one, at % fair price to be

rflxed by the directors. ' The plai-Atifts contendcd that this resolu-
tion wiis flot for the boindj fide benefit of the company as a whole,
and was therefor ultra vires, and Peterson, J., who tried the
ae.tion, so held, he being of the opinion that the resolution went
iiiueh farther than was neressary to protect the eompany f rom
action of shareholders detrimental to the coznpany's interests,
and was therefore not a power whiehý rould bc validly assunied by
the àlajority of the shareholders.
DiFENcE OF TITE REÂLM-EXIEXÇCIES 0P PUBLIC BERVICE-CROWN

-ROYAL PRtR0GATIVE-R10HT 0F CROWN TO TAKE POSESSION
0P LAND AND BUiyLDrYGs--CO.PN8NATION TeO WXER.

Attou-Gneru v.DeKetser's Royal Holt (1920) â.C. 5o8.
'Phis was an appeal from the Court of Appeal (1919), 2 Ch. 197
(noted ante vol. 56, p. 21). In this case it may be remembered it
was held by the Court of Appeal that where under the Defence of
the Realm Act the Crown takes possession of the lands of a
subject for administrative purposes, the owner is éntitled to, com-
pensation, and this judgment le now afflrined by the House of
Lords (Lords Dunedin, Atkinson, Moulton, Sumner, and


