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CoxlAY-WHoNoI OP-PttTION FOR WuIROlNG Uë DY i#AItBUdLfl5It IN AL.C5I1?O!

.CàLLs IN ÀUtIËAa-(So VioT., c. 32j e. 5 (M»;>

* lit re Crystai Roof Gold Minitig Co. (t894y 1 Ch. 408, shareholderî of a cornu

pany who were ini default' for n:.; i-payment of cais, presented a -petion for th e
% vinding up of the company. Lt was objected that by teason of their defauit the

pet itionerý- had-no locus #frMdiand-that-th-petion- oneh te-be.-dlmied-on4tha't--
grcu nd; but North, J., held that although the court ought not under such circom-
stances, as a general rule, ta hear the petition until the cais in arrear haLve.been
paid, oIý 'at aIl events paid into court, yet on the undertaking of the peti-
tioners to submit to any order the court might -qke as to the paymnent of
the calis iu arrear he heard the petition; and having dismissed 'It on the merits,
he then made -an order enforcing the payment of the cails due by the petitioflers.

M.1R)TGAGOR AND MORTC0AG1F-FIXTURES-MRTG AGI OF FIXTt3fl. "NOW Oit XSfXAFTER T0 ne

PLCC"ON NIOWMAGED T'REMISS,

Cuniberland Union Banking Co. v. Maryport H. 1. & S. Co. (i892), i Ch- 415,
inv'olves a simple question under the law of mortgage. The plaintiif held -a
mnortgage on the property of a limited company who wcre lessees of a colliery.
The mortgage covered ail fixtures then Ilor thereafter ta be placed " on the
rnortgaged lands. After the execution of the mortgage the mortgagors con-
tracted for the erection of some additional machinery on the prernises, which
contract was subject to a stipulation that the machinery 4hould continue to be
the property of the vendors until paid for. On a contest between the mort-
gagees anud the vendors, who were unpaid, as ta this machinery, it wae held that
the vendors were efititled to remave it, and that the mortgagors could flot coni-
fer any better titie ta it on the niartgagees than they had themuelves.

SIFMIFIC PERF3RMAt4CE-COVENANT BY LESS3R TO EMPLIV REUit.-.4T I'JRTEI FOR~ BRRVICIE 0F TENANT-

INJUNCTIO-1-E880NI AND LEà g,-FLAT..

lu r?yan v. Mnitat T. W. Chîambers Association (z892), i Ch- 427, A. L. Smnith,
J., granted an injunction ta corupel the specific performance of a covenant by a
essor of apartinents3 whereby he agreed to eniploy a resident porter for the ser-

vice of the plaintiff and other tenants. The Iearned judge appears to have had
somne doubt whether a covenant of that kind can thus be specifically enforced;
z11d in the event of the Court of Appeal coîniug ta the conclusion that he wvas
%vrong ini granting au injunction, he assessed the damnages which the plaintiff
%vas eutitled to for breach of the rovenant. We are incliued ta think the learned
jiîdge's. dpubt was flot without a good foundation.

<'oopÀN- DBTtiH0LDAS~CHARKON COMFANYN A.,SMT5 -RgCEV f-SLC TR' LIE4 Ox<

TiTt.t DERYD5 OF CO A -R1RT- )tr4,rl AND MORMTAEI&-" FaLATIG SEcuRITY."

Bruion v. Electrical Engineering Contpany (1892), 1 Ch. 434, was a côritest
for priority between the debenture-holders of a company, whose debentures were
a charge on 911 its property, t id the solicitor of the compauy, who claimed a

* lien as solicitor on the tatle deedg of the company. The debentures provided
*that they were to rank pan pssu as a ftrst charge, and to bc a "ffoating securltyP

I:but so that the. company should Ilnot b. at liberty to, mrate any inortgage or
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