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If X. t'urns his business into a «Ione
mnLr)"or "dCUrnMY " Company/,
and receives, as part of the price
for the business.. debentvres, and
the cornpanv subsequentiy be-
cornes ivnsolvent, can the deben-
tures be treatect as "'covi'aou
bonds " within 13 .Sliz. c. 5, and,
be set aside for the benefit of the
credliiors of the cornpany ?

lx nu LONDJON HEALTH ELECTRI-

CAL INSTITUTE, LiMTED.

[S. J. 275; La. J. 100.

No, said the Court of Appeal,
and refused to make an order to
wind Up the oompany, as there
w'ere no assets for the ereditors,
ini order that an inquiry miglirt be
in.ade into the validity of the j,ý-
bentures.

If ajbrst mortgaçjee sells the Mort-
gaged property, oenci after pay-
vng himself al that is owing to
hirn, te retai'ns a balance in his
hands instead of hanw1in.q it to
thte second mortgagee, is the
second 'nwq-tgagee 'e'titlecl to
claim interest on tte money re-
tained?

Et1Yv. READ

[La. T. 317.

Yes, and at the rate of four
per cent. per annurn, said the
Court of Appeal, unless the cir-
cunistances of any particular
case show that it would be un-
just to charge the inortgagee with
interest; and the Court remarked
that the fact of the second mort-
gagee deliberately abstaining for
four years to bring an action to
recover the money was not a cir-
cunistance relieving the niortga-
gee f rom the obligation to, pay in-
terest.

On wkat ground will thte Cout
issue sequestration against a
Cornpany ?

FAIRCLOUGE v. MANCH1ESTER
SlIP CANAL.

[S. J. '-6; W. N. 7; L. T. 292;
L. J. 71.

The Court of Appeal (Russell,
C.J., Lindley and Smith, L.JJ., de-
cided that this could only be doue
on siinilar principles on which a
private individual is committed
for contempt, i.e., the order of the
Court must have been contuniaci-
ously disregarded.

Are creditors or contributories
5tp'port'ngj or op.po8inqt a~ peti-
tion to wiv-d -up, and appearing
by the solicitors 'who are ii-
st-ructed, by thte pet itioner or the
cornpany, entitlec t a separate
set of costs ?

IN itE BRIGHTON MARINE PALACEJ
AND PIER CO., Li.urrL.D.

[T. 202; S. J. 257; L. T. 839; le. N.
12; La. J. 90.

No, said Byrne, J., remarking
thlat lie was iuforrned that a rale
liad been laid down by Vaughian
Wiiliarns, J., tbat -,& separate set
of costs was not, in sich a, case,
to be allowed, and lie did not
think lie ouglit to refuse to adopt
that rule.

Wihcnt the Court has to deterni'ne
wltetker the costs of an action
brougkt to prove a ili.t in solcn
formr Mahli corne ont of t/te estate
of tMe deceased, what princip1e
docs the Court act uvon ?

BROWNING V. lMOSTY!q AND OTHERS.

[T. 184.

I3arnes, J., said the question te
be deter;nined in ea.ch case is


