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!balance reinaining due, or resutne posses-
-sion of the engine and seil it, and,
after paying themselves, pay any surplus
-te the lessee. The lessee, afteor paying an
instalment, became *bankrupt. The
,lessors took no stops te recover the
'balance due or to sell the engin.%, whiclh
was£L taken possession of by the trustee in
bankruptey, wvhereupon the Il]essors »
*applied to, the Bankruptcy Court for av~
'order for the delivery of the cingine te,
them. The question turnied on wbhether
,or not, the effeet, of the agreement was to
transfer the property in the engine te the
bankrupt. If it did, then flie agreement
-%ould ho voiti for non-registration under
the Bis of Sale Act. Their lordships
(Lord Hersoheli, L.C., and Watson' Ash-
boumne, andi Shand> were unanimously of
the opinion that the effeot of the agree-
ment was not te, vest, the property in the
engine in the lessee, and that therefore
registration under the Bills of Sale Act
was unnecessary, and they therefore
afflrmed the order of the Irish court
directing the delivery up of the engine
to the lessors.

IN the case of Foveaux, Cross v. London
Anti-Vivisection Society, 7 *895, 2 Ch.,'«501, it became iiecessary te determine
-whether a society for the suppression of
vivisection is a Ilcharity "' within the
legal meaning of the terni. The case
,arose iD. this way: A lady having power
te, appoint a fund in favor of -charity made
.an appoiLtment of it in favor of an anti-
vivisection society, and the question wvas
whether Vhs was a valid execution of the
power. Chitty, J., held that the society
wyas a charity in the technical sense, and

*upheld the gift. The intention of such
societies,. he holds, is to benefit the com-
2munity; but, wbether, i f they aehieved
their object, the community would, in
fact, be benefited was &ý question he did
noV fel called on to, express -an opinion.

MELVILLE v. Mirror of Life .CcL, 1895,,
2Ch., 531, waý an action for flie inf ringe-

muent of the copyrighit of a~ photograph.
At- the request of the plaintiff a well-
known athlète, naxned (Jjossland, allowed,
the-plaintiff Vo take.aphô'togr"thof ,,him.,

The plaintiff made ne zharge, but gave
Crossland some copies. No agreement.
was made as te copyright, but it wae
understood. that the plaintiff was te be
at liberty to, sell copies. When the photo-
graph wus taken the " plaintiff's son was
present and performed the operation,
while the plaintiff looked on and mnerely
directed Crossland how te look. The
plaintifF was duly registored as the pro-
prieter of the copyright in the picturo.
The defendants applied te the plaintiff
for a copy, and for permission te, publish
it, but their request was not granted.
They thon obtained oe-e of the copies
given te Crossland and published a copy
of that iu the,*,, ne wspaper, and for so
doing the action 7las brougbt. 1V was
contended that the son of the plaintiff
wvas the "lauthor " of the photograph, and
noV the plaintiff; but Kekewich, J., held
that, the father wvas the Ilauthor " -vithin
the meaning of the Act, and that the son
merely acted as his servant in taking the
photograpb, and that, the father wvas, con-
sequently,rightly entitled te the copyright.
Hie aise held that the photoctraph was net
taken "for or on behaif of Crossland,"
and, therefore, the proviso of section 1 of
the Act (25 & 26 Viet., c. 68) did flot
apply. Rie aise held that section 6 of the
Act precludeci C#'rossland, as well as other
persans but the plaintiff, fromi inultiply-
ing copies without the plaintiffs leave.

INre Burrows, Cleghorn v.. ]3urrows,
1895. 2) Ch. 497, 13 R., Sept., 117, was a
simple question in the construction of a
will, whereby land was devised te. the
plaintif£ "absolutely'" in case she bas
issue living at the death of the testater's
wife, and, if nat, th-rn.aver. The fact
wvas that, at the death of the testator's
;vife, the plaintiff had neo children. born,
but she was then enceinte, and the follow-
ing day was delivered of a living.child.
The question was whether this unhorn
child could be considered as "lissue liv-
ing»7 at the death of the testaters wife.
Chitty, J., had no difflculty in deciding

that question in the affirmative.

BETEmm.ANN v. -Betjemmann, '1B95, 2
Ch. 474, was an actio'u brougt'ýythe
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