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while the reversion was in hlmn. That the covenant was flot a
covenant for renewal, and it wa% bad because it offended against
the rule against perpetuity. Farwell, J., upheld the contention, first
that the covenant was conditional on Austin hi mself obtaining thoc
nev lease, and did flot cover the case of his assigns obtaining it.
He was also of opinion that though if it had been a covenant for
renewal it %vould run ivith the land and flot be subject to the ru;e
against perpetuity, yet that the covenant wvaq fot one for renewal,
and that Austin at the time he entered into it had not s-ich a
rcversion as could possibly be bounid by the covcnant, and there-
fore the benefit of the covenant did flot pass to Fisher's assigns
under 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, s. 2, because at was clear that the con tract
did not contemplate in its terms any dealing with the reversion
then vested in Austin, but some new estate to be acquired from a
third partv. He decided to follow B'rereMin v. T:io/ie),. 8 Ir. C.hR.
igo, \vhere it %vas held that a covenant for perpetu .' renewal,

3., ciente; cd into by a person holding a limited interest in lands. dces.-
flot bind the estate bcyond that intercet, and therefore if the

~ ass,ýnee of the covenantor acquire the inheritance, it is flot boutai
v by flic covenant, The action %vas accordingly dismissed.
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De-aepges v._Siiydcmie ( i 90 i) i Ch. ;o. This ivas an action ui
redeeni certain shares of a joint stock company, and, in the altcrina-
tive, for damages for an allegei %vrongfül sale thercof by the
defendants. The shares iii question wvere shares to an allotmet
of which the plaintiff becamne entitled as being the holder of cer-tain

t other shares of the same company. The dlefenldants, w~ho wlere the
* plaînitiff's brokers, notified hlm of his right to an allotment of the

shares in question and demanded a remittarce to take up the
l allotrnent. The plaintiff replied th'at he %vas unable to remit, and

:;J0 -the defendants then obtained an allotment of the shares to thei-
.2Ji selves (the other shares of the plaintiff, in respect ta %vhicli the\

~ ~" had -become entitled to this further allotment, having been repis-
tered by the plaintiff in the name of the defendants). The plaintif

neyer having paid. anythîng for the shares thus allotted, the defend-
ants, about five or six months after they had obtained the allot-

'z q ment, sold theni, believinig themnselveg to be absolutely entitled
thereto, They ino% submitted to account for the proceeds as
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