
850 Canada Law Jou:-na.

shares were forfeited and allotted to another persan, Buckley, J.,
held thaLt the latter was entitled on the wi',iding-up )f the company
to be credited with ail sums paid by the pr'-vious bold.er in respect
of the shares either as shareholder or debtor in respc,:t of bis
liability under the articles ta pay calls notwitbstanding the
forfeiture of bis shares.
DOM PARY-DEBENTURK-TRANSFKR OF DEBENTURE TO COMPANY ISSUING SAME

-SUBSEQrENT TRANSFER BV COMPANY TO PURCHASER FOR VALUE.

I re Routedge, Hummel v. Routledge (1904) 2 Ch. 474, also
deals with an interesting point of company law. In this case a
limited company issied £75,000 of debentures for tioo each,
ranking pari passu as a first charge on the assets of the campany.
Some of these debentures were suhseqîîently purchased by the
company itself, ta whomn they were transferred iii cammon form,
and the company was thereupon registered as holders thereof.
The company thereafter sold and transferred the debentures so
purchased ta various persons for N alue, ta ivhomn thev -were
transferred in common farm, and the transferees were thereupon
registered as halders. On this state of facts Buckley, J., he!d that
by the transfer of the debentures ta the campany thev wer.,
extinguîshed, and the debt created thereby was absolutely galle
and could flot bc revived by merely transferring the deber cures ta
other persans, and that the transferees were flot entitled to receive
new debentures ranking pari passu %vith the _Î '5,ooo issuv.
QEAL ESTATE-LiMIT'ATrION 0F EqTATE-EQUITAB3LE ES-îATE IN FEE- No wofRDs

0F INHERITANCE.

In Re Tringhiamp, Tringhazm v. Green/izil (0904) 2 Ch. 487,
J oyce, J., was called on ta canstrue a settiement whereby ]and ,,;s
conveyed ta trustees in trust for Mary Aiîn Tring-ham for life, and
after her death for her husband, and after the death of the
survivar in trust for the children af the marriage equally as tenants
in cornmon, and in default of issue, then to suchi uses as Mary Ann
Tringharn should declare by ber wiIl. There were three children
of the marriage, and the question was whether they took mercly
life estates, there being noa words of inheritance, or wvhether they
took the fee simple as tenants in comman. jayce, J., was of the
opinion that it sufficiently appeared by the instrument that the
intention of the scttlor was ta give the children absolute interests,
and that notwîthstanding the absence of any limitation ta tl:eir
Ilheirs' they were entitled ta the féee: (see R.S.O. c. 119, S. 4 f3) )


