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q4uestion in thIs case was mracle by a testator who died in 1880
anid who thereby gave £ 1,200 out of his residuary estate upon
trust for George Mellish for life, and after his death to, his wife for
life, and after the death of the survivor to the persons who, at
the death of the survivor, should be of the blood of George Mellish
and of kin to blirr. who would tender the Statutes of Di;stribution of
Intestates Effects be entitled to his personal estate as if he were
dead, uninarried and intestate. George Mellish died in 1882 and
his wife in 1915, and Neville, J., Iield that the gift over was to
an artifieial class con sisting of the next of kmn of George Melish tO
lie àascertained as, if he had died ou the day his wife died.

1)HSATI> MOHRTIs <AU'S.A ;IFT OF D(>NOR's OWN PRONIISSORY

NOTE.

lie re Leaper, BIyth- N~. Atk'",,,e? (1916) 1 (Ch. 579. The
qluestion ini this case wvas wiîether a promissory note mnade bv
the donor can be the subjec-, of a doptalio inortis causa. Sargant,
.1L' lield that it eould not, because a promiffsory note of the donci
is flot the indicia of property, l)ut is merely an atternpt to create
a liability agaîùist himiself or his estate. He als-o held, on the
evidetce, thal the gift of th, note in question was- not in fact
inten<led as a donotio bwirIis causa, but was a gift outright to
the (fonce. He therefore hcld that the executors of the donor
could flot he restraibed froin setting Up the absence of considera-
tion as a defence to the note.

UEFSTINT ()F 'lIADE E-lMPLOYERi AN,? 5ERvANr-MEHIANIC.'L

ENGINEERING BUSINESS- IIESTRAINT FOR SEVEN MEARS

EXTENDIN(G TO I'NITED) KIN(mO'AI-INTRESTS, OF SERVANT

Mlorris v. S<îxelby (1916) A.('. 688. This wvas an appeal from
the decision of the ('ourt of Appeal (1911 2 Ch. 57 (notcd anite
vol. 51, p). 359 ). The q1uestion wvas as to the validity of an agree-
nwiint whercihv the defenidant boumd him self to the plaintifis not
to exercise or engage ifl the sale or manufacture of pulley bloc.ks
halbi oA'erhead runiiivay-s, electric overhead runwav S, or hand 0-, er-
hIea(l travelling cranes, il, the' manufacture of wvhich the p-aintiffs
were engaged. The restraint wvas for seven years and extended to
the whole of the U'nited King<om: the Court. of Appeal held it to
l)e unreasonal)ly wvide and mo-'ý dhan 'vas reasonably necessary
for the protection of the p!aintiff company eind was therefore not
enforceable, and with thi- conclusion the House of Lords (Lords
Atkinson, Shaw, Park r and Sumner) agree.


