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COMPANY-CO14TRIBUTORY-SALE 0F BU'SINESS TO COIMPANY -CONTRACT-

SHAM OR ILLUSORV CONTRACT-FULLY PAID sHAREs-ALLOTMNENT TO

VESDORS' <4OMINRS-WANT 0F CONSIDERATION FOR SHARES ISSUED AS

FULLY PAiD -DIRFCTORS-MISFEASANCE.

I re bines & CO: (1903) 2 Ch. 254. The Court of Appeal

(wVilliams, Romer, and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.) have now reversed
the judgrneflt of Kekewich, J. (1903) 1 Ch. 674 (noted ante, P. 472.)
The court thought there was no ground for the assumption that
the allotment of the shares to the directors was a sham or illusory
contract, but that they took as nominees of the vendor wvho had
bargained for such fully paid shares as part of his contract price.
They also came to the conclusion that there w~as no ground for
saying that the directors had been guilty of misfeasance in making
the contract at an over value of the property purchased, and on
both grounds they reversed the judgment of Kekewich, J

LANOLORD AND TENANT-TRADE FIXTIrREs--TENANT'S RIGIIT TO RENIOVE
i RAL, Fi-,TURES-l-EASE CO'VENANT -ro viFiD < 1 TANDLC<RP S F!XTt"'-RS

AT ENDO0F TER.M-CONSTRUCTION-GNERA- WORDS-EjUSDF.M GENERIS.

La'nbourn v. McL e//an ( 1903) 2 Ch. 26S,wvas a case betwý-en land -
lord and tenant as to the right to remnove trade fixtures. The lease
was one of premises for carrying on a boot business, and contained a
cov'enant on the part of the lessee to de)iver up the prernises and
the fixtures, specifying in detail a n-amber of landlord's fixtures,
and "ail other erections, buildings, improvemrents, fixtures, and
things which are noxv, or which at anv time d uring the termn hereby
(ranted sha Il be fixed, fastenedl or belong to " the demised
prernises. No mention xvas made of machinery- in the fixtures
specified. The tenant placed on the premises v'arious machines
for carrying on his trade, which were scrcived or nailcd to the
floor or we.l',,. Hiaving become bankrupt his trustee proposed to
sell the machines, which the landlord clairnied. Kekewich. J.

931 i Ch. 8o6 (see ante, p. 46() held that he was entitled
thereto ;but the Court of Appeal (\\Wilaîams, Romer, and Cozens-
Hardy, L.JJ.) have reversed his decîsion, holding that iii
construing the general wvords in the covenant they must be
linrited to fixtures of the kind specifically rentioned, and that as
those specifically mentioned wvere only landlord's fixtures the
general words would not extend it to tenant's fixtures, and
therefore the trustee was entitled to remnove the latter as claimed.


