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agent of the defendants who appointed himn and contintiedl'in'
after the winding-up order, who were hiable as undisclOSed priti
cipals for the goods if question. Rigby, L.J., on the other hafldl
considered that the fact of the stipulation as to the disPO-5
tion of the moneys to be received by the receiver, waS ina
terial, and that according to Cox v. Hzickman, 8 H. L. C. :268;
and Mollwo v. Court of Waris, L. R., 4. P.- C. 4 19, and JersV
Dickson, L. R., i Ch. 183, the stipulation of the deed as
receiver being the agent of the company was bilidingee
although the moneys to be received were to be applied for the
benefit of the defendants who appointe'd him, and that thje

making of the winding-up order did not make any difference.
The majority of the Court seems to have considered thaj'q
unless the defendants were hiable the plaintiffs wonldl be
without remedy, and the defendants would be reaping tj
benefit of the goods furnished by the plaintiffs withoflt paly1n'
for them. Rigby, L.J., on the other hand considered the
receiver was personally hiable to the plaintiff s, and etitied
to indemnification out of any other assets of the cOIfPlP''
and that if the plaintiffs failed to recover fromn the reçeiver
they would be entitled to be subrogated to his rights agalf
the company.

PR0BATE-PRESUMPTION 0F DEATH-PROOF OF DEATH. ia

In the goods of Saul, (1896) P. 15 1 , which was anel'~ C
tion for probate of the will of a person who had gofle tO e

on board of a ship which had not been heard of since 3
March, 1895, it appeared that an insurance comlpanY
whom the alleged deceased had insured his life, had ýbY l
letter of its officer stated that it did not intend tO c0ntea
the application. Barnes, J., on the letter being filed ,,te

probate.

TRUSTEE-BREACH OF TRUST-TRusT1-E BENEFICIARY-CFSTtI QUE TRlUST N14'
RING IN BREACH 0F TRUST-CONTRIBUTION B3ETWEEN CO-TRU sTESS-AP
0F TRUST MONEY-PAYMENT OF DEBT DUE TRUSTE OUT 0F AI)VANCE. sli

C/i//ingworgh v. Chambers, ([896) 1 Ch. 685, wa15 a
brought by the plaintiff, who was both a trustee a"d te
que trust, against a co-trustee to compel hlmi to cofltrbt


