
ENGLISH CASES.

ed&ims of other personN against the landi of which the adverse
Pmmseor or those ohufming under him had notice, or nu ght havei
had, had the.Y made reasonabie inquiry. Rie therefoNe held fluet
the vendora could not iake a good titie.

L.%NlifMRD AND TENANT-T1ENANT FOR LIFE., AND REMAINDERNIAN
-TRÂDE FIXTUIRES--INTENTION To 1MPROVE 1NHERITANCJE,

Re Ill*, iahi v. Nuise (1905) 1 Ch. 406 was an appliea-
tion by the pcrmonal representative of a deceased tenant for life
to detcrnîine the righit to certain trade fixture.q, The dveed
tenant for lif, had leased the settled estates cousirting of a gtearn
miiii end machinery for 21 years. The lessee covenanted thiat nt
the end of the terni he would sell to the lessor ail the rnaehinoery
other than deiied machinery, then on the premises. The tenant
Iroiight additional maehinery into, and affixed it to, the miill andi
at the end of th terni the tenant for life paid for it. The tenant
for life havin., died, his personal representative elaimied to be
entitled to rriove the nîachinery. Buckley, J., held that in the
absenecé of Rny evidence that Lihe tenant for life intended to make
a pregent of the machinery to the remainderman, that it did uîot
bepoin part of the f reehold and might be removed by hlmi or
hiq representative.

CONIPNY-ýV;INDINuZ-UP--AÇTIoNq AGAINST COMPANY BIEPORE LIQ-

IUIDAýTioN-LiquIDAToR% DEPENflING ACTION AGAINS.T COMPANY

-- COSTS.

In i-c 11enborn & Co. (1905) 1 Ch. 413. Prior to proceedings
for winding-up, an action had been instituted against a coinpany
for darnages for breach of contract. Pending the action, proceed-
inga- Nwere began for ivinding-up the coxnpany, on the ic1uidator
being asked whether hie would admit the plaintiff's dlaim in the
action, lie refused so to do, and the action was accordingly pro-
ceeded with, the liquidator defending on behaif o? the company,
and tlue plaintiff recovered judgment for damages and costs. The
plainitiff now clainied that the costs of the action should be
ordeu'ed to bc paid in full out of the assets oi' the company. The
liquidator contencied that they must be Droved es a dlaim iii the
winding-up *proceedings. Buckley, J., ' .le conceding tiiet the
caises on the point are not easily reconcilable, yet was of the opin-
in that where an action against a company ie defended by the

liquidator for the benefit o? other creditors, they muest bear the
e0sts and consequently that the costs in question ouglit to ho
païd ini full ont of the n8sets.


