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personal estate, and knowing that what I give
to my mother will become the property of
her husband, my step-father, I therefore de-
clare the intention of my will to be that my
mother’s husband shall hold and enjoy all my
said real and personal estate to him, his heirs,
executors, administrators, and assigns, for ever,
and to be absolutely at his free will and dis-
posal: provided, that he does not at any time
dispose of any portion of my said property to
any of my late father’s family.” Held, that
the mother took an estate for life in the real
estate, and the step-father a remainder in fee.—
Gravenor v. Watkins, L R. 6 C. P. (Ex. Ch.)
500.

4. A testator devised a certain estate to his
son J. for life, remainder to J.’s children in fee,
“and in case my son J. shall depart this life
without leaving lawful issue,” said estate
“equally between my sons G. and R. in the
same manner as the estates hereinafter devised
are limited to them respectively ; subject,
nevertheless, to the proviso hereinafter men-
tioned, in case my son J. should leave a
widow.” The testator then devised certain
other estates to G. and R. in identical terms.
Then followed this proviso: ¢ Provided, that
in case any or either of my said sons shall
depart this life leaving a widow, then I give
*the premises so speclﬁcally devised to such one
or more of them dying, unto his widow” for
life. R. died unmarried. G. died leaving a
widow, who claimed a life-estate in the moiety
of R.’s estate, which had come to G. Held,

(by Creassy, Preorr, Cmasxerr, and Bram-

wELL, BB., reversing judgment of C. P,
Keriy, Bracksury, and MerLor, JJ., dissent-
ing), that G.’s widow took a life estate only in
the premises devised to G., and not in said
moiety of R.’s estate.— Melsom v. Giles, L. R,
6 C. P. (Ex. Ch.) 532; s. 0. L. R., 5 C. P. 614.

See CHarITY ; EXECUTORS AND ADMI\ISTRA-
TORS: PARTNERSHIP.

Disskrsiv—See ADVERSE PoSSESSION,

Drvorce.—See Cosrs, 2.
Drary.—See WATERCOURSE.
EasEMENT.

A canal company, under an Act of Parlia-
ment, diverted the greater part of the water
of a brook into a canal which did not return the
water to the brook. More than forty years after-
ward the canal was discontinued, and its water
returned to the brook, and the plaintifi’s land
bordering on the brook was flooded in conse-
quence. Held, that plaintiff had acquired no
easement of having the water in the canal
diverted from the stream,—Mason v. Shrews-

bury and Hertford Railway Co., L. R. 6 Q. B.
578, '

See WATERCOURSE.

Epuvoarion.—See Rericrouvs Epvcarioxn.

EsectmENT.—See LEASE. .

ErrorioN,—See PRINCIPAL AND AGENT, 2.

Expowment.—See Lecacy, 8,

ExtrY,—See Lease,

Equrry.—See Parryersmip, 1; Prioriry; Ru-
OELPT.

EquirasLe IntEREST.-—See CovENANT, 2.

ERROR,

Error on a judgment in favor of a husband
and wife, assigning that said alleged wife was
in fact wife of another man. Held, that such
fact should have been pleaded in bar or abate-
ment, and that the assignment of error was
bad.— Metropolitan Reailway v. Wilson, L. R.
6 C. P. 376.

Estare ror Lire, &o.—See DEvise, 8; Lrcacy, 1;
TeNaNT FOR Lirg, d&c.

EsrorpEL.—See Brirs axp Nowres, 2; LeAsk;
ReczreT,

Evmexce.-~See Inn-keepEr; Legacy, 2; NreLl-
GENCE; PrIncipAL anD Acent, 2; SzaLn;
SEr-0FF, 2.

EXECUTION.

The Companies’ Act enacts that any execu-
tion put in foree after commencement of wind-
ing-up process, shall be void. A creditor took
out execution upon a judgment against a com-
pany, and handed it to the sheriff three hours
before the company began winding-up process,
but possession was not taken until three hours
after the winding-up was begun. Held, that
the execution was not “put in force ” until the
sheriff took possession, and was void.—Jn re
London and Devon Biscuit Co., L. R. 12 Eq. 190,

See ATTORNEY,

EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS,
A bank opened an account with F.'s execu-
trix, entitling it “ F.’s executors’ account,” and

advanced money to her on the security of
title-deeds of F.’s estate, deposited by her.

F.’s execntors were empowered to charge his
real estate in favor of his personal estate. The
executrix expended the above money for her
“own purposes, and in various speculations
with regard to the purchase, sale, and farming
of land.” Held, that the bank could prove
against the general estate of the testator for a
balance remaining unpaid after realizing the
security.— Farhall v. Farhall, L. R. 12 Eq. 98,
See Costs, 3; CovENanT, 1.

Frars,—See LEask,
Frauvp.—See Brrs axp Nores, 2.
Fraups, STATUTE oF,~—See Privcipar Axp AgENT,2,



