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erected works for the purpose. The Minister wus to deliverD.N.P. and other materials to the contractors, who were, at theirsole risk and responsibility , to couvert them into picric acid atan agreed price. The agreement wvas mnade in 1915. In Mlarch,1916, the two contractors formied a private companv, wit h acapital of £5,O00 for the purpose of acquiring and carrying onthe undertaking, and to this comnpany, in consideration of thewhole of the shares exccpt two, the contractors assigned theworks and the benefit of the contract with the Minister. This
assignmnent of the contract, however, was flot recognized by theMinister. The two eontractoiïs became the directors of, and man-aged, the eompaiiv. After the formation of the company, D.N.P.was brought upon the premises, and stored in the neighbourhood
of packages of nitrate of soda, a fire oecurred, and by reason ofthe proximity of the D.N.P. tothc nitrate of soda, a violent ex-plosion occurred, causing damage to the plaintiffs' property. It
wau not at the tiine known that D.N.P. \vas likely to explode,
but the accident proved that on being exposed to great heat itwould do so. Scrutton, L.J., who tried the action, held both thecompany and the two directors hiable. Hie regarded the company
as a mere shanii. Thc Court of Appeal (Lord Sterndale, Atkinand Younger, L.JJ.) affirmed his judgment; but Younger, L.J.,dissented as regarded the dircctors, and considered that in theabsence of personal negligence being proved against them, whichhie held had not been, they, as directors, were free from responsi-
bility. The majority of the Court, however,' considered that theywere hiable because they had initiated the manufacture, and could
not, having created what proved to be a nuisance, escape liability
by transferring the works, over whicli they continued to exercise
control,. to the company, not miercly as directors but also as orig-inal contractors. The Master of the Roîls considered that thecompany might be said to be acting as agents for the two directors
-but even if not, the two direc tors had assumed sueh a controlover the business of the eompany that they were personally hiable
on the ground of having personally authorized the creation of a
nuisance on the company 's premises.
RESTRAINT 0F TRADE-SOLICITOR AND MANAGING CLERK-CON-

TRACT 0F SERVICE-RSTRICTIVE CONTRACT-LIMITED IN SPACE,
UNLIMITED IN TIME-REASONABLENESS-INJUNCTION.

Deices v. Fitcht (1920) 2 Ch. 159. This wus an action to]estrain a breach of covenant in restraint of business. The de-fendant, by an agreemnent made in 1912 with the plaintiff, asolicitor, practising at Tamworth, becanie the plaintiff's manag-


