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MORTOGOE-FoRECLosuRx--PRoviso FOR REDEMPTION-PRINCIPAL
NO? DUE-NON-PEFORMANCE 0P COVENANT TO PAY INTEREST.

'Williams v. Morpan (1906) 1 Ch. 804 was an action for fore-
closure brought by a mortgagee for non-payment of an instal-
ment of interest pursuant to a covenan. t. The mortgagor con-
tended that the default did not authorize the plaintiff to fore-
cose. The mortgage contained, (1) a covenant to pay the prin-
cipal on Januar-y 1, 1914, and the 'interest which may be then
due"; (2> a covenant to pay interim interest half-yearly on a
specified date;; (3) a conveyance of the property "subject to
the proviso jor redemption hereinafter contained"; (4) a pro-
viso that the mortgagee would not eall in the principal before
1 Jan, 1914, if half-yearly interest were paid on the specifled
days or within twenty-one days thereafter; (5) a proviso that
the mortgagor would flot pay off the principal before 1 Jan.,
1914; (6) a proviso that if the mortgagor should on 1 Jan., 1914,
pay the principal "with interest for the same in the meantime
at the rate aforesaid that rnay be due and unpaîd " the mortgagee
would reconvey. The mortgagor having paid an instalment of
interest twenty-seven days after the specified date, the plaintiff
claimed that this breach of the covenant had given him the
right to sue for foreelosure. Eady, J., however, held that the
proviso for redemption dîd flot import a condition that the
mortgagee 's estate ehould become absolute for default in pay-
ment of the half-yearly intereat on the speeifled days or within
twenty-one days thereafter, and consequently that the right to
foreclose had flot arisen. He saye, "The plaintiff asks me to,
imnport the covenant to pay the interest half-yearly into the
proviso for redemption, so that on breach of that covenant, the
condition of the proviso is broken, and the estate in absolute at
law. I sece no ground for doing this. "

RÂUMWÂT COMPANY -OMNIBUS RtUINESS -PASSErqGEES- INCI.
DENTAL POWERS-UTLTPEA VIRUS.

In Mtoritey-Gemeral v. Mersey Railwrat CJo. (1906) 1 Ch. 811
Warrington, J., decides that a railway company fincorporated to
carry on the business of a railway, ha. flot (unless speoially
authoirized no to, do) any power to carry on business as omnibus
proprietors for the purpose of collecting and distributlng thoir
passengers, and thât sueli a business cannot b. considered, as
incidentai to theïr undertaking.
COMrN'ÂY-RuCONMUCTXON-SÀLE or ASNET pou SHAh IN mmW

OOMPANY-PàBTLY PATD SAEDT8V1 Or CFON-

SIDURATIN.
All2er v. 'White (19M)> 1 Ch. 823 is a somewhat uimilar cas


