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l*flding.-Qtet v. Castro. Onslow and
IVk 4tlley'8q Case, L R. 9 Q. B. 219.

The plain tiffs forwaïded barley to the defend-
ý1nt, and sent him an inivoice by mail, describ-
'11g the barley as sold by G. as-broker betwcen
buYer and seller. The defendant had nor
?rdered the barley, and, at the request of G.
indorsed a delivery order to iîsî. G. obtain-
ed a delivery of the barley and absconded.
TUhe jury found that the defendauit hiad no
'ilteution of appropriating the barley to bis
Own, use, and had indorsed the order with a
'%1ew of returning the barley to the 1 laintiffs.
11eld, that the defendant liad, by an un-
auitho.jzed act, deprived the plaintiff of his
PrOPerty, aud was guilty of conversion.-
Itot v. Bott, L. R1. 9 Ex. 89.

Ttgrus

1. A trustee, holding a fund in trust for
'lis eidren, 'becamie insoivent, and was
la" glv indebteci to the trust. One of sadi
thilren died intestate, and a sniall sumi was
Canied~ over to bis accounit. The court order.
ed aaid suin to lie paid over to the otber child-
'el, and xîot to the trustee. - Jacubâ v.
e>Mancc, L. 11. 17 Eq. 341.

2. Atrustee, withipower of sale, lolding
trs .frlife, remainder ovr a uhrzdto appfoin

l'feW ruemner , waosen ofthoied tenapnto
life trutee apoineAnd of otstees. fo

Srivd thH e oter tAo an itrustees cn
Bt surCted te ther w trustes an buotenur
Clisser roefstde rs coxnpite;u the pur-o
tulaer grud t grotat thîe appointient

the a rusdtee was inad. e that th tid
B.Is arstee a rpe napidA. and B.ai

trnteebadpro v.l Aahain, A. R.d 17
eOtuses-Fse v.A5aa,1.R.1

35.1.wo asîseedoa nlit
D8.,îîe a xstok e in tre mire upon

t05 lieyan oftoci prenie, 'riThis ed, an
aislterset.of tenng Igmies to R.T nhis an
8t4e frth, witb ailg the to R.iii t.D.
ttild ftht wthr as ther ac iid itra Dor
"Idclaraino trus itheavr oa R.-ichgiftrd

-. elbrige, L. R. 18 Eq. 11.
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.Tte conditions of sale of a public-bouse
""eeie it as in the occupation of a tenant.

"ledefendant paid a deposit, and signed an
agreernent for the purchase, w.hich contained
"10 reference to the lease. The house was
"'ýi'eCt to a lease for eight years, of which fact
t' 6 defendant was ignorant wben hie signed
the agreenien,, and lie refused to complete tlie

utehîase. Held, that tbe defendant was not
ýui oinquire into the nature of the tell-

ar fthe tenant, and that specific perforin.
e Inus be refused. -Caballero v. Henty,

2, The defendants were devisees for sale of
a" e tate in H. county, subject to a verbal

IZ*It is usual in this county for valua.

tions of hay, straw, &c., between outgoing and,
incoming tenants, to be made at fodder value,
which is less than mnarket value. The de.
fendants gave the tenant notice to quit, and,
at the saine time, agr-eed to pay the tenant at

i the termination of his lease the miarket value
of bis hay and straw. The estate was subse.
quently pîut up for sale, and the particular&
or sale specified certain incurnbrances, but
did not refer to said agreemient ; aud there
were conditions that the property should be
taken as described as to quantity and other-
wise, and that, il any error- or omission in
the particulars or conditions sliould be dis-
covered, the saine should not an.nul the sale,
nor qbould any compensation be allowed
therefor. The plaint1 if purcbased said estate,
with knowledge of said lease, but without
knowledge of said agreement. He subse-
quently paid the tenant for his liay and straw
at market value, without prejudice to bis
right to indeînnity fromi the defendants, and
nlow brouglit this action to recover the differ-
ence betweeu the fodder anti mnarket value of
said bay and straw, and contendetl that said
agreenment forined no terni of said tenancy.
lleld, that the ternis of the contract did not;

1 limit thec daims of the tenant to fodder
valuie; that said agreemient formed a tern of
the lease ; aud that notice of the tenauidy was
notice of the tenant's equities as betweert
veuîdor anti purchaser.-Phillips v. tifilIr,
L. R. 9 C. P. 197.

See FRATi)s, STrATUT]E OF.

WAGES.-See CoNTRAcir, 4.

WARRANTY.- Sec CONTRACT, 2.

WILL.
By m-ill dated 1869,'a tetatrix gave certain

legçacies to lier relatives, and the remainder
of her property to bier dauelîter, wliom ahe

j constituted lier sole executrix and residuary
legatee. In 1871, the testatrix executed.
anýother instrument purporting to he ber laut
will and testament, in wvhich she gave al hier

U ropt-rty to bier daugbter for life, and, upon
erdeatlî, dirccted'legacies to be paid to

soine of the legatees mentionied in the earlier
will, antI added other legacies in the saine
terns ; and shle ar pointed lier daugliter hier
sole executrix. There was no express revoca-
tion of the former will il, the latter. Held,
that the two instruments inust be admitted to
prol)ate as together containing the will of the
tCstatrix.-Iit ilte Goods qf Petcheli, L. R. 3
P. & D. 153.
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