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igY curnstances under which the t"-o shares %vere given, which, showed that the
1 it testator inter±ded Ernest to have, a* greater share in the business than hilS

re- brothers.
at COMPA2NY--.INVAt.[D INCORPORATION OP COXPAXY-WINoflfOTJP.

lie,
j. In re NVational Debenture Corporation (i8gi), 2 Ch. 5o5, was an application for

int a winding-up order in which the point was taken that the mernorandum of as-,

ia; sociation had flot been signed by the reqiiisite numnber of persons, one of the'
signatories having signed twice in differerit nameG. Kekewich, J., held tha.t thol'

ýircoinpany flot having beeri duly incorporated under the statute, he had no juris-
it diction to order it to be wvound up ; but the Court of Appeal on the question of

le fact allowed further evidence to be adduced, and found that the proper number
I., f persons had signed the memorandum of association and therefore macle the

if order asked. We rnay observe that the further evidence was given oraliy before
thfle Court of Appeal.

S-
PR,&ÇTÎÇE-ACTI0N To xEsTRAiýf ,;uisA.cE-TittAL ni: luRy-DiscrpTiou 0F JUDOIC.

il Maugaii v. Metropulitaiu Rlectric Suffly Co. (1891), 2 Ch. 551, was an action to
e restrain a nuisance caused by the vibration of erigines, which North, J., had

S directed to be tried with a jury. The Court of Appeal (Lindley, Bowen, and'
IrL.JJ.) declined to interfère wvith his discretion, as there was no reason

showvn for expectiràg a failure of justice from the action bieing tried as directed.

I'J U\RcTION-RESTRICTZ VE COVENAN'iT-OCCtVXR.

Mander v. Falcke (i891), 2 Ch. 554, is a decision of the Court ofAppeal (Lind-
1ey. Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) holding that an injunction mray properly be granted
against a niere occupier of premises to restrain him from uising themi contrary
to the terms of a restrictive coveniant.

- WILL-CONSTRtUCTON-" CONTES<TS OF DESK "--ClHOSZ, IN ACTIO)N-KEY OF A STSONG »CX-INTEN-

nION OF TEST..TOS.

lu re Robson, Robsoit v. Hamîilton (i891>, 2 Ch. 559, a testator had given his
(leSk, " with the mzntents thereof," to his xiephew joseph. The desk in question
was found to contaiii moijey, a banker's deposit receipt, a cheque payable ta
the testator's order unindorsed, divers promnissory notes payable on demand,
and the key of a box i which securities were kept. It wvas admitted that the
rnoney passed to the legatee, but it was claimed. that neither the choses in action
pasbed, nor the contents of the box to which the key belonged. Chitty, J., de-
cided that the word "content,,;" wvas sufficient to pass ail the choses5 in action, in.-
cluding those which were negotiable only after indorsenient by the executors;
but he held that the key of the box did flot pass to the legatee because it was
accessory to the box to which it belonged, which wvas flot given to the legâte,.
This latter point does not appear te have beeii argued by counsel so far as tbe.
report shows.


