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and Younger, J., by whom the motion ivas heard, decided that
clause (b) of the memiorandumn of association (11( not autiiorize
a separate and independent businesq, but wvas merely subsidiary
te the main purpose in clause (a) and that the amount of the dlis-.
count at which the stock had been redee med was not net profit
oi the company, nor net profit arising from its business, aid that
no part thereof could be disiributed as dividends. In short, the
leamned Judge hoIds that it is inadmissible to carry ai gain on
capital accouxit te the eredit of the revenue aceouflt.

CAUSE OF ACTION-LEA5E;-('LA' -FOR RECOVFRY OF P5E5O
COMBINED WITH CL.MM FOR BRI,', C'H OF C'OVENANT IN LIEAS'--

INTERLO('UNO Y 'JUNCTION.

1lhecer v.Kceeblf (1920) 1 C.h. 57. In this case the action
ivas 1w lessors against their tenant in which the plaintiffs clainied
to recover possession of thet demiscçl premises and an injunction to
restiatin wi illPgf'( 1'reni of ('ovemint in the lvasv, Youniger,
J., on a motion for an iit.crim injunctioni on the latter brandi
of the caset, held that the üaimn for possession wvas ai unequivocal
termination cf the Icase on the part of the plitfand it was
therefore not open to them to içove for an injunet ion on th e footing
that thb, leaseý was stili qubsmistiing. Th(, motion wvas thecrefore
refused with cost8. ("ounsel for, the plainitiff endeivoured to
support the plaintiff's cdaim for an injunction on the gr-ound that
it ivas claimcd in respect of ani injury mhich was complote before
action. But iii answer to that contention the learned Judge says
the breach complained of ivas oi was îiot a coiitiinuiig brcach, If
it was a continuing breach it ccased t-o be so by the destruction of
the covenant; and if it were not a continuing breich there Nvas no
case for an injunction,

CompANY-DISCRETioN OF DIRECTORS TO ISSUE ýS1AHtES--FIDUCI-
Y ARXOIIN0 IETORS-SHARES ISSUED 13Y DIRECTORS

IN ORDER TO RETAIN CONTROL, 0F COMPANY-BftEACH OF
TRUST.

Piercij v. Mills &Co. (1920) 1 Ch.' 77. This was an action
claiming a declaration that the allotmnents of certain preference
shares imade by the direetors of the defendant company to themi-
selves and their friends were m~ade in breacb of the fiduciary
powers of the directors and were void, and for the cancellation of
such aliotmnents. It appeared by the evidence that the company
was i no finafl need of the further issue of shares for the
purpose of its business, and that the allotnent of the shares


