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one-third of wvhich ho bequeathed to the daughter abselutely fer
lier separate use. The question therefore arose whether this put
any and which of the parties entitled under the settieniont to
an election. Eady, J., held that the bequest wft5 a satisfaction
et the %vife's life interest in the £5,539 secured by the covenant,
but flot of the interests of any of the other cestuis que trust,
notwithstanding that under the after acquired property clause
they might beconie derivatively entîtled to the benefit of the
bequest. The wife, therefore, he held, ivas the only person put
to election.

WILL-JEGAOY-ADEMPTJONq-RSIDUE TO CHILD AND STRANGER-
ADVANCEMENT TO CHIILD.

In re HeatLer, Pumfrey v. Pryer (1906) 2 Ch. 230 wvas a
case arising under a will, whereby the testator bequeathed a
legacy te an adopted child to whoni he stood in loco parentis,
and also bequeathed lis residue between that child and a stran-
ger. Subsequentiy te the will le mnade an advance te the child
which on the evidence wag held flot to have been a portion, and
the question was whether the advance operated as an adeniption
of the legacy or share cf residue bequeathed te the child, and
Eady, J., bld that the doctrine of adeniption by subsequent por-
tion, is not applicable as between a.stranger and a child of a
testator, and, therefore, even if the edvance had been a portion
it would flot have constitu ,id an adexuption cf either the legacy
or the share cf residue bequeathed te the child.

ComPANY-POspEcTTs-- DIRECToRS' LIADILITY FOR PALS3E PROS-
PECTUS-CONTRIBUTT(»J-DIRECTORs LiABILITY ACT, 1890 (58
& 54 VICT. o. 64) ss. a, ~"S.O. o. 126, ss. 4, 6)-LiÀBt!,Ty
OP ESTATE 0P DEOEASED DIRECTOR.

S>epheard v. Bray (1906) 2 Ch. 235 was an action by dirve-
tors who lad paid certain dlaims to persons who lad been dami-
nifled by an erroneous prospectus issuied by the directors cf a
company, te recover froin the estate cf a deceased director con-
tribution towards the sunms se paid. The action was based on
the Directors Liability Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 64) s. 5
<R.S.O. c. 216, s. 6). Actions were brougît against the plaintiffi
iu whieh they were held liable for these clainis, these they satisled
and aise those cf other partieî without suit. 'Warrington, J.,
held that the defendants were liable te pay their share cf the
compensation paid by the plaintiffs te the complainants, to-
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