
JUl>',1874.]CANADA LA W JOURNAL.

DwE;s," 0F ENGL.SH LÂw REPORiTS.

[VOL. X., N.S.-201

,of tIe 2000 tons undelivered, or 1280 tons,
and brougbit action for noîî-dehivery. Hcld,
<by KELLY, C..B., and PIOTT Br', -ATN
B., dissenting), that the plain tiff was not, el-
tîtled to recover. -Tyes v. Bosedeuie & Ferry-
hAill lrin Co., L. R. 8 Ex. 305.

3. A corporation on July 17 sold at aucti'on
tIc lease of certain tolîs, upon condition that
the purchaser should on the fall of' the hem-
mer psy a rnth's a(lvance, and furniblh two
-sureties, who shonild sigin a lease. TIc
purchaser paid the advalnce, but neyer fur-
nished the sureties, and on Angnst 4 wrote
to the corporation that be could not comn-
plete the sale, and asked a retnrni of' bis ad-
vante. 'l'le contract ut sale was not executcd
by. flic corporation under its seai, nûr by any
persou autborized. under itsý seal to seli. The
,corporation ou Augnat 7 adoptel said sale,
whichi was entered on the minutes iunder seal.
Beld, that as there wves no confreet under
the seal of the corporation there ivas no
mntuahity ; and that tbe payrnent of said
.advance was not sncb a p)art p)erformaLnce that
the contreet iniglht be entforceed in eqnîty
agaitist the purchaser ; and that the ratitica-
tioat of Angust 7 came f00 littc.-fatr of
K.ddermuu)ster v. llardtvick,- L. 11. 9 Ex. 13.

4. A conpany adverfised for offers for the

'supply of' sncb quantity of certain stores as
thc ewxnpaliy inight order during o11e ycar.
The defendant sent a certain oirer, whicbi was
accept cd. Tbie defendant refus- I to snpply
certain of said stortes ordered by flec(oInl)any.
lfeld, that thiere wvas a sufficient consideration
for thc defendant's pîoinise to supp]y thc
goods orderu-d, althoughi the conipauîy wvas not
ohliged f0 order.sncb goods.-Greut No n hein
J&Àilîway Co. v. Withtai, L. R. 9C. P. 16.

.5. The plaintiff sold goods to thc defendant,
-to be paid for according to tIe written con-
tract in " «fromn six to eiglit weeks. " The
sale took place May- 1, an[ flic action wvas
begun June 18. Tfli judge left it to flic jury
to say wliat was the mercantile nmeaning of
tbe expression " froin six to eiglit weeks."
The jury found that tbe action liad flot been
brouglit too soon. Held, that the question
Was l)roperly left to the jury.-Aslfortib V.
Redford, L. R. 9 C. P. 20.

6. The plaintiff aîîd defendant, both snb-
:scrihers f0 a charity, agreed fIef if fIe for-
iner w'ould vote for an object of the charify
tbe defendant favored, tbe defendant would
at the inext election vote for tIc object of tIe
*charity thc plaintiff favored. IIeld, tbat the
contract was valid. -Bokon v. Jladden, L. B.
ý9 Q. B. 55.
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'CORPORATION.

By the registeý-ed articles of asmociation of
a mhining Company it was provided that ili-
Mnediately after incorporation P. enter ilntu Rn
iagreeîîîcît for the purchase of fhe mine for a

sumn in cash and 3200 fully paid.up shares.
The vendor of the mine received said shares,
and directed that ten of themi should be allot-
ted to P. By statute, an agreemnt concerfl-
ing paid-up shares mnust be'regisfered. IIeld,
that the articles of association did not con-
stitute an agreemient with said vendor of the
mine, and that consequently the holder of
the shares allotted to him wag liable as.a con-
tributory.-Prithbard's Case, L. R. 8 Ch. 956.
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DEvisE.

1. A testator in bis will directed that his
debts should be first paid out of his residuary
e8tafe, and then gave a share of the residue
to bis daughter for life, remiainder to hier chil-
dren as tenants in cominon, rernainder to
testator's other children. Suhîsequently to
the daîte of his ilh the testator executed a
settlemeîît ini whici lie recit«d bis agreement
to give his daughter £5000, wbereof £1000
was to be paid to her 'intended l usbanld, and
£4000 wus to be a provision for bis daugîter,
and then covenanted to pav to the trustees of
tbe 8ettiernent iii bis life-tinie, or within two
Years after lus death, £4000 to be lield upon
certain trusts. Tfle £1000 was paid to the
husband of said daughiter. Held, that said
dalighter's share of the residuary estate was
adeemed to the extent of £4000. -Coodre v.
Mlacdonald, L. R. 16 Eq. 258.

2. A testator devised s9pecific estates in
trust for eachi of bis children for life, with
power in each cbild to appoint to such person
as hie or she should marry an annuity not ex-
ceeding, -in the whole, one-third of' tbe in-
coule of the estate devised to liihu or bier for
life. He then directed bis trustees to bold
bis residuarv estate upon trusts aud subject
to powers w7hichl should correspond witb those
declared concerning those estates speciflcally
devised. Held, that each cbild lad power of
appointmeiît of an annuity nlot exceeding one-
third. of the incoîne of tbe specifically devised
estate and bis share of the residuary estate.
-000,per v. Macdonald, 1,. R. 16 Eq. 258.

3. A testator nmade specitic devises upon
trust for each of bis children for life, reinain-
der to the cbildren of eachi tenant for life as
tenants ini coinnion, with cross-.rernainders be-
teeu sucb clîildren, and failing sudh issue of
the tenant for life, in trust for the testator's
other children as tenants inl comnnon, or, if
there sbould be only one of his cbildren
" then living," in trust for that cbild and bis
heirs. 'There' followed bequeuts of residuary
real and personal estate upon trusts to cor-
respond with tbose above set forth, witb a
proviso that if any of the testator's children
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