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Dicest oF ENcLIsH LAw REPORTS.

Pending. —Queen v. Castro.  Onslow and
W}udlcy'a Case, L. R. 9 Q. B, 219.

TRO\'ER .

The plaintiffs forwayded barley to the defend-
nt, and sent him an iuvoice by mail, describ-
:,“R the barley as sold by G. as broker between

uyer and seller. The defendant had not
Ordered the barley, and, at the request of G.
Indorsed a delivery order to him. ~G. obtain-
T a delivery of the barley and absconded.
The jury found that the defendant had mno
Witention of appropriating the barley to his
OWn use, and had indorsed the order with a
View of returning the barley to the plaintiffs.
Held, that the defendant had, by an un-
8thorized act, deprived the plaintiff of his

Droperty, and was guilty of conversion.— ;

Hiort v, Bott, L. R. 9 Ex. 89.
TRUST.

hisl. A trustee, holding a fund in trust for

I.al'. ely indebted to the trust. One of said
¢ ldren died intestate, and a small sum was
°"Tle_d over to his account. The court order-
said sum to be paid over to the other child-
Ten, and not to the trustee. — Jacubs v.
Yance, L. R. 17 Eq. 341.
i 2. A trustee, with power of sale, holding
]F trust for A. for life, remainder to B. for
ife, remainder over, was authorized to appoint
l.e“' trustees, with consent of the tenant for
ife. He appointed A. and B. co-trustees.
- survived the other two trustees, and con-
ch, ted to well the trust estate ; but the pur-
thﬂser refused to complete the purchase, on
€ ground the ground that the appointment
- a8 a trustee was invalid. Held, that said
N Ustee had properly appointed A. and B.
lé)'tl'ustees. —Foster v. Abraham, L. R. 17
4. 351, .
8. D., who was possessed of a mill, with
'l:’,a(’hmery and stoc}c in trade, indorsed upon
a;ls leage "of the premises, ° This deed, and
i thereto belonging. I give to R., from thi
e forth, with all the stock in trade. D.”
d eld, that there was neither a valid gift nor
‘_eclm‘atiou of trust in favor of R.— Richards
* Delbridge, L. R. 18 Eq. 11.

See ANyrrty, 2 ; EXECUTORS AND ADMIN-
A

E
NDOR axp PrRoHASEK.

del' Tke conditions of sale of a public-house
Scribed it as in the occupation of a tenant.

ant defendant paid a deposit, and signed an '

O'ee'nent for the purchase, which contained
reference to the lease.

the defendant was ignorant when he signed
chase. Hold, that the defendant was not
an;"ld to inquire into the nature of the ten-
incy of the tenant, and that specific perform-
L Emust be refused.—Caballero v. Henty,
"X 9 Ch, 447,
2 {
]ll €state in H. county, subject to a verbal
1t is usual in this county for valua-

Iy
T'?}ATORS, 2; Lecacy, 3; Resipvary Es- ¢

children, Lecame insoivent, and was

The house was :
tlm.lect to a lease for eight years, of which fact |

agreement, and he refused to complete the

|
!
|

- The defendants were devisces for sale of

tions of hay, straw, &c., between outgoing and
incoming tenants, to be made at fodder value,
which is less than market value. The de-
fendants gave the tenant notize to quit, and,
at the same time, agreed to pay the tenant at
the termination of his lease the market value
of his hay and straw. The estate was subse-
quently put up for sale, and the particulars
of sale specified certain incumbrances, but
did not refer to said agreement ; and there
were conditions that the property should be
taken as described as to quantity and other-
wise, and that, it any error or omission in
the particulars or conditions should be dis-
covered, the same should not aunul the sale,
nor should any compensation be allowed
therefor. The plainti Yurchased said estate,
with knowledge of said lease, but without
knowledge of said agreement. He subse-
quently paid the tenant for his hay and straw
at market valune, without prejudice to his
right to indemnity from the defendants, and
now brought this action to recover the differ-
ence between the fodder and market value of
said bay and straw, and contended that said
agreement forined no term of said tenancy.
Held, that the terms of the contract did not
limit the claims of the tenant to fodder
value ; that said agreement formed a term of
the lease ; and that notice of the tenancy was
notice of the tenant’s equities as between
vendor and purchaser.—Phillips v. ailler,
L.R.9C. P.197.
See FrRAUDS, STATUTE OF.

WAGEs.—See CONTRACT, 4.

WARRANTY.~ See CONTRACT, 2.

WiLL. .

By will dated 1869, a tetatrix gave certain
legacies to her relatives, and the remainder
of her property to her daughter, whom she
constituted her sole executrix and residuary
legatee. In 1871, the testatrix executed
another instrument purporting to he her last
will and testament, in which she gave all her

roperty to her daughter for life, and, upon
ger death, directed legacies to be paid to
some of the legatees mentioned in the earlier
will, and added other legacies In the same
terms ; and she appointed her daughter her
sole executrix. 'There was no express revoca-
tion of the former will in the latter. Held,
that the two instruments must be admitted to
probate as together containing the will of the
testatrix. —In the Goods of Petchell, 1. R. 3
P. & D. 153.

See APPOINTMENT, 1, 2; EXECUTORS AND
ADMINISTRATORS, 2; ILLEGITIMATE CHIL-
DREN ; MARSHALLING ASSETS.

WiNDING-UP.—See COMPANY,

Writ.—See FALSE RETURN.

WoRDS.

¢ Baiting Animals.”'—See BAITING ANTMALS.
¢ Purchased.”’—See APPOINTMENT, 2- )




