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the death of her hushand she had received one-third of the rents
and profits of the land, but in 1905 it wus about to be made avail.
able for building purposss and the hefresses of the testator dis.
puted her right to any more than one.third of the rental actually
produced at the death of the testator. The defendants resisted
the antion and contended that the plaintiff’s right to dower was
pow barred under the Statute of Limitations, 3.4 Wm. IV, ¢. 27,
8. 2, us amended by 87-88 Viet, ¢. 57, 5. 1, but Eve, J,, who tried
the action held that as the plaintiff was in possession or part pos-
session within the statutory period the statute did not afford any
defence. He alzo thought that the plzintiff was entitled to an
assignment of dower aceording to the present value of the prop-
erty at the time of the assignment and with this conclusion the
Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R. and Movlion and Buck-
ley, L.J.) agreed. It may be noted that this deeision agrees
with that of Proudfoot, V.-C. in Fraser v. Gres.s, 27 Gr. 63, and
in Leidlaw v. Jackes, ib. 101, where he dizsented from Spragge,
(.. and Blake, V.-C. 'The view of Proudfont, V.-C,, in the latter
case was afterwards made law by statute 43 Viet, ¢. 14, now
R.8.0.¢. 133, 8 286,

BuIiLDING ESTATE---RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS—'‘ OFFENSIVE'’ TRADE

OR BUSINESS—BILL POSTING---ADVERTISEMENT —HOARDING—
“ BUILDING " ~——MANDATORY INJUNCTION,

In Nussey v. Provincial Bill Posting Co. (1809) 1 Ch, 734
two points are decided, one, that a hosrding for posting bills on
is a “‘building,”’ and second, that bill posting is an offensive
trade within the meaning of a restrictive covenant ngainst carry-
ing on an offensive trade. The covenant in queation was against
erecting any ‘‘building for manufaeturing purposes, or for the
carrying on of any noisy, noisome, offensive or dangerous trade
or calling.”’ Moulton, L.J., who dissented from the majority of
the court (Cozens-Hardy, M.R. and Buckley, L.J.) consgidered
that the word offensive must be construed ejusdem generis with
the words ‘‘noisy, noisome and dangerous’’ snd therefore bill

posting was not an ‘‘offensive’’ trade within the meaning of the
covenant.

CoMpaNY-—-BoND-—CONSTRUCTION—BONUS PAYABLE OUT OF PRO-
FITS—IS8UE OF PAID-UP SHARES IN SATISFACTION OF BONUS—
DIVIDENDS OUT OF OAPITAL—IRSUE OF SHARES WITHOUT CON-
SIDERATION-——WANT OF CONBIDERATION-—ULTRA VIRES,

In Bury v. Famating Development Corporation (1909) 1 Ch.

754, the plaintiff claimed to restrain the defendant company from




