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In WlhJam v. Davoy, 30 Chy. D. 574, the
question arase as ta the date at which a mort.
gagea of a share of a parttner in the partner-
ship, was entitled, ta have the accoaxnt of the
mortgaged share taken. North, J., held that
the proper date at which the share should be
ascertained, was the date o! the comnmence-
ment of the action to entorce the morîgage,
but if there had been a prior dissolution of
tie partnership, tien the date of schc dissolu-
tion would have been tie proper date.
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A question of mercantile law came up In e
Marseitls Extension Ry. Co., Sinailpage's and
Brandon's cases, 3o Chy. D. 598. Bills of ex.
change were drawn in France Dy a don.iciled
Frencliman, in the French language in Eng-
lishform, on an English company whD duly sc-
cepted thcrn. The drawer endorsed themn ta
an Englishman in England. The accoptors
disputed their liability tu the latter on lie
gr, -.ad that the endcrsements wvere invalid
according ta French law, but it was hcld by
Pearson, J., that the endc'rsements heing valid
according to Englisi lawv the endorsee was
entitled 'ta recover; the forni of tie billIlcad.
ing to the conclusion, that, as between the
drawer anad acceptors, ticy were intended as
Englieli bills. The contest arase upon thc
winding Up of a cumpany, and though the
liquidator failed in the contest, it was held
that tic coes should flot b. awardAd against
him personally, but should be borne by tiie
estate.
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Tie simple question in 5yer v. Gladstonre, 30
Chy. D. 614, was whether a persan entitled
under a witl ta a freci .d house and the furni-
turc and effects therein for life, could.-there
beîng a mortgage on tic house-enjoy the use
of the furniture without also keeping down the
interest on the morýgage, and Pearson, J
held tiat he could.
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Robtison v. Richardson, 3o Chy. 1D. 6z3, is a
cam turning upon a clause in a settlement for
forfaiture, ini case of bankruptcy. The prop.
erty Ina question wau settled upon thé husband
cf a rnarried warnan afler lier deati for his

life, with a gift over in the evant of hLi bank.
ruptcy or liquidation. la z88x lie flled a
liquidation petition under which, in October,
z88z, a trustee was appointed. In January,
1883, lie obtained a discharge. la April, 1884,
the wife died. In Mardi, x885, the trustee
assigned to the husband, for value, ail the
property bolonging ta himi at the ccmmence-
ment of the liquidation, and devoIving on hina
subsequently up'ta the date of the discharge,
other than that -which liad beau aiready re-
coived by the trustee. The liquidation was
neyer formally closed, but the trustee had
neyer made any dlaim ta the settled fand,
Pearson, J., held that the forfeiture hadi taker,
effect, for the reasun that the wife having died
in April, 1884, the bankrupt in june, 1884,
would have been cntitled ta receive an appar-
tioned part of the inarne, or, at any rate,
would have been entitled ta receive the in.
corne six mLollths after his wife's deith, and at
liat time lie had nu protection froin the trus.
tee in tie liquidation, who, therefore, but for
the forfeiture clause, would have been entitled
to receive the incarne, and %vas the only person
who could have given a disciarge for it, and
on this ground, viz., that a viglit to receive the
incarne had accrued during the âankruptcy,
he distiuguished the case frotu Whyte v. Chitly,
x Eq. 37a; Llojxd v. Lloyd, 2 Eq- 722; and
Ancora v. kVa~deil, ta C1ly. D. 157-
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Teuliere v. St. Mary Abbotts, 30 Chy. D. 642,
is a case very sinailar tu Gard v. CQpnmissioners
01 Sewers, 28 Chy. D. ffi, iloted ante, voi. xxi..
p. zia. A municipal body, for the purpose of
widening a street, required part of thc build-
ings and site of an orphaanage, leaving a suh.
stantiai part of the premises not actuaUly ce-
quired, and it was held by Pearson, J., that
the owners wishing to soli only the part
actu illy required, the auunicipality could nvat
take the wliole.
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The only remainiug case to be noticed in
the Chancery Division la In Pt Lewis, Fosirsl
v. Lewis, 30 Cîy. D. 854. In this case a tes-
tator being ont, led tu a house, of which lie
hiad agi-eed to grant a leas for twenty years
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