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COMPANY-WIftDING U P-DEE5»NTUlE.UOLDElt5',ACT!<N-RIlCKiILR

In Btritishs Liwis Co. v. South A sisricais CO., (1894) 1 Ch. io8,
there was a contest between the debentùre-hoic'ers of a coinpany
being wound up and the liquidator of the comnpany as to the
appointment of a receiver. On the same day the winding.up
order was made, a receiver was appointed, in an action brought
by the debenture-holders; the liquidator then applied to be
appointed receiver for the debenture-holders, and to discharge
the receiver appointeti in their action, and this application
Williams, J., granted, on the liquidator undertaking to keep a
separate account on behaif of the debenture-holders ; but the
Court of Appeal (Lindley and Smith, L.JJ.), although thinking
Williams, J., had proceeded on a correct principle, yet, on the
ground that it had been established, by fresh evidence on the
appeal, that a considerable part of the assets consisted of securi-
ties which could not be realized in the ordinary way, but could
only be got in by a commercial liquidator, they varied the order
of WVilliarns, J., by continuing the debenture-holders' receiver as
to, this Iatteli cl- -3 of securities, and appointing the liquidator of
the company receiver of the other assets of the company.

RrEs'RikiN-V 011 TRAIM -CON TRACI'-A,(ISzm Ni, iiv vFNfloR op~ BUSINKSS NOI T

CAIkRY ON OR RE INI'%RtSl'EI 114 ANV SIMII.AR 1UL4NlESS--13U$lNRSS CARRIED ON

)1Y Vê;NIOR'S WIYL.

S;nith v. Ha»cock, (1894) 1 Ch. 209, shows that a covenant by
the vendor of a buainess flot to carry on, or be in any wise inter-
ested in, a siiar business within a particular area is flot broken
by the vendor's wife carrying on a similar business, separately
frorn her husband, the husband taking no part, nor being inter-
ested iii it.

MOR'IGAGOR AND iR(AS-SLCTO.OV'AE-POI COeSl'-*RýOPENINr,

S'rl*Itl) ACC<M>NT.

In ESyre v. WVynn, (1894) 1 Ch. 218, Kekewich, J., has held
that the ruie which prevents a soli citor-mortgagee from charging
the niortgagor with any profit costs, either for %vork doue in
respect of the mortgaged propertv, or for drawing the mortgage
itself, or, where the mortgage is of a life interest, for collecting
and distributing the incorne as solicitor or agent of the mort-
gagor, is not affected by a covenant on the part of a rnortgagor to


