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meint to E.-Morgan v. Gronow, -L R. 16 Bq.
1.

2. K. had a power of appointnient over
certain property hy any instrument in writ-
ing sealed and delivered in the presence of a
witness. K. wrote and signed apaper stating,
"If 1 die suddenly, 1 wish iiq eldest son to

have it [said property]. My intention is to
make it over to him legally if my life ia
apared." Held, that there wau a defective
tzecution of the power, which, a court of equity
would hold effectuai. -Kennard v. Kennard,
L. R. 8 Cli. 22Y.

Bee ANTICIPATION; APPOINTMENT; LîazN,
2; PRIORITY; SETrLEMENT, 2, 4;
SPECIALTY DEFBT.

PRACTICF-See ÂLIMONY; TENDER; Wr.

PREscrIPTIoN.
The defendant was bound by prescription

to maintain a fence between bis andJ the
piaintifi's land. The defendant sold the

1faliage" of the wood on his land to H.,
who cut down a tree which iii falling broke
down a large portion of the feîîce. The
plaintiff'a cows paased througli the gai) and fed
on the leaves of a yew-tree which had been
felled, axid died in consequeîîce. Held, that
the defendant ivas liable for the las of the
cowa.-Lawrnce v. Jegikiins, L. R. 8 Q. B.
274.

.PPMzUMPTIOiN.-See BANKRUPTCY, 3 ; EXE-
CIJTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS.

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT.-See ATTORNEY; CAR-
RIER; COMPANY, 2; FRAITDS, STATUT£
0F, 2; INNREEPEIt; VENDOR AND
PURCHABER, 1.

PRINCIPAL AND SURETY.
A. and B., partners, were jointly and sever-

ally liable on a bond to 1). for partnership
rnoneys. B. purchased A. 's sliare in the
partnership and asaumed hia liabilities, cove-
nanting to save him harînless. B. made an
arrangement with his creditors under the
English Bankrupt Act, 1869, and the eredi-
tc)rs, including D., passed resoluti- ns to ac-
cept a composition payable hy inatalmnents
extending over two years. Afterward a deed
wss executed releasing B. and reserving to
creditors ail rights against suretie.8 or persons
other than B. Held, that the elfect of said
resoitions was to give tinte to B. and dis.
charge A. -Wilson v. Lloyd, L. R. 16 Eq. 60.

.PRIORITY.
Funds were vested in trustees in trust for

L. for life, without power of anticipation,
and after lier denth for lier children, and if
no chidren, for sucli persons as aIe should
appoint. In 1843, L. appointed that, in case
ahe should have no chiidren, said trustees
should raise suficient out of the fund to pay
a debt of ber husband, and the trustees were
,notified of the appointment. Subsequently,
in place of the oid trustees,,new trustees were
.appointed wbhq lad no, notice rf said appoint.
,ment, and at the request of L. and lier hua.
band deait witli the trust funds so that they
wert dimiisihed. L. died without childreni.

In May, 1870, the trustees received notice of
a charge in favor of R., dated 1864, and ini
October, 1870, of the deed of 1843. Held,
that the charge under the appointment of
1843 took priority over the charge of 1864 ;
and that the new trustees having received no
notice of the appointment of 1843 were not
obliged Wo make good the losa which their
action bad occasioned.-Pipps v. Lovegrove,
L. 11. 16 Eq. 80.

Sec SPECIALTY DEnT.

PRiviLzoxn COMMUNICATION. -Sec DiscovERY,
2, 3; LiBEL.

PRO-BATE.
If a wiil bas been proved in a foreigu

country, a certified copy wili be admitted to
probate in Engiand, and an English court will
not ailow tIe vaiidity of the wil 1to be there
questioned. -Miller v. James, L. R. 3 P.&
1). 4.

PROBATE COURT.-See RECZIVER.

PRODUCTION 0F DOCUMENTs.-Set DiscovRy, 3.

Puooir.-Se BANKi-TJPTcy, 4, 5; PARTNER-
SHiIP,. 2.

RAILWAY.
1. The plaintiff was injured while travel-

ling on the defendant's railway by the train of
another contpany, which had statutory run-
Bing powers over said railway on paying
certain tolîs. The defendants were guilty of
no negligeîîce. Held, that the defendants
were not liable. - iVrig&t v. MidlandRBailway
Co., L. R. 8 Ex., 137.

2. The plaintiff was travelling in a raiiway
carniage, and leaned slightly against the door
for the purpose of seeing the signai lights of
the next station. The doûr immediately flew
open, ani the plaintiff fell out and was in-

juired- The jury found a verdict for the
plaintiff. Held, that there was evidence of
the railway company's liabiity.-Oee v. Met-
ropolitan Railwýay Co., L. R. 8 Q. B. (Ex.
Ci,.) 161.

Sec CARRIER.

]REAL ESTATE. -See PARTNERSHIF, 1.

RECEIVER.
TIc court lias juriadiction to grant a receiver
of personai estate pending tIe grant of pro.
bitte, which lias been delayed by a caveat
in tIc probate court ; where, however, no
actuai suit lias been begun. Also of the
renta of rval catate, under thc same ciroum-
stances, wlierc neither the devisce nor the
lieir-at-law is in actuai posssion.-Parkis
v. Seddons, L. R. 16 Eq. 34.

RELATIONS.-See LEG;ACY, 3.
RELEVA.'CY.-SCC BILL IN EQUIry.
]EmmEY.-See EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRAI

TORS, 1.
RtEMOTENESS.-SeC6 POWER, 1.
RENT.-SCe SPECIALTY DEim.

REPUTED OWNI&RSHIP.-&e BÂiRmuPTCY, 3.
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