
tHolat tere:was2tin n tebqett La Jo. nda. a general chari-
tabe prpoe, nd hegift haigbeen designated for a particular specified

body the doctrine of cy-pres did flot apply. The nuns have no dlaimn for the
use of the money elsewhere than in Halifax, and the permission of the Arch-

F ~ bishop being conditional, and there being no suffcient evidence te show that
t. the opening of a hotase in Halifax is impossible, following Attorney-.Géneral v.

Risltobof Chester, i Bro. C.C. 444, an enquiry ivîil be directed te ascertain
wehrtedirection cf the testatrix cari be carried eut.

sH. T. loues, for executors. D. McNeill and H. Me/ulnis, for residuary
legatees. J.A. Chi.rhotmn, for the monastery.

Çprovtnce of Itew Isrunewotch.
SUPREME COURT.

Full llerch.] [Feb. 22.
PPRRY v'. LIVERPooL, LOND>ON AND GLOBE INSURANCE CJO.

* Pire insurance- A'lisrepresenIations in application-Reversal (?f verdict.
The defendant company resisted payment on the grounds that plaintiff in

the application on which the policy was issued represented that there was ne
other insurance and ne encunb ranrce on the property, whereas in tact there
%vas other insurance and aise a meirtgage thereon. The plaintiff claimed, and
the jury found, that the answer te the questions contained in the application as
to there being ne mortgage on the property, wvas written by the agent et the

Kil defendant company without the latter asking plaintiff the question, and the
plaintiff signed the application witheut knowing that it centained the question
and answer referred te. As te other insurance the jury found that plaintiff at
the tinie ot the application bena fide believeci that there was ne other insuir-
ance on the property. Aise that the facts of mxe niengage and other insurance
on the prnperty were net facts mat-.rial te the risks. On these findings chat
trial judge directed a verdict for the plainitif.

Held, on motion for a reversaI ef the verdict that the misrepresentation
complained of and centained iii the application signed by the plaintiff dis-
charged the company of liability regardless of the findings ef the jury, anti
that the detendant was entitled to the verdict.

W I>ugsey, QC., for plaintiff. C. A. Parner, Q.C., for defendant.

1 ul Court.] I ANG V. BIROWN. [April i9.
Notice of fl/OJ-When Io be given Io trial judge.

The notice of motion provided for in 6. 366 ef the Supreme Court Act
nîu!t be gîven te the trial judge before the npening of the terni next following
the trial,

C A. l'aImer, Q.C., for plaintiff, in support et motion. ). P.lhinney,
QCcontra.


