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with the terms of the charge. — Calisher v
Forbes, L. R, T Ch, 108,
Prosara~—See WiLL, 2,
Paoxissony NoTE —See Brrts axp Nores.
Proor.
Bills drawn by ine A, bank upon the B, bauk
" were accepted for the accommodat.on of the A,
bank upon the understanding that funds would
be furnished to meet them. The bills were
discounted by C., but before they matured both
said banks suspended payment. C. proved
inst both banks and recovered a dividend
from both, ZHeld, that the B. bank could not
prove ageinst the A, bank for the amount it
had paid to C.—In ve Oriental Commercial
Bank, L. R 1 Ch. 09; s, c. L. R. 1% Eq. 501;
¢ Am. Law Rev, 492,
Bee EXEOUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS, 1.
Ramway,
1. A rallway company gave the plaintiff
. motice that it would reguire hiz lenschold pre-
mises, and subsequently untered into posseseion
snd paid for the same.  Aeld, that the plaintiff
was entitled to a decrse ihat the company
should accept an assignment, of the lesse and
angage to indemmify the plaintiff against the
rent and the covenants in the leasn.— Harding
v, Metropolitun Railway Co., T B, 7 Ch, 164,
2. A railway company was empowered by
statute to extend its line and raise money by

sxtension to form, for financinl purposes, s
separate undertaking. and its capital and shares
8 separate capital; its profits to pay its divi
dends and the holder of its shares to have no

and the company to keep separate accounts of
tne extension. The company mizht raise an

half paid up; such sum to be applied only to
the purposes of said act. A creditor, to whom
the company was indebted for ccnstruction of
tho original line, obtained judgment and execu-
tion ander which land obtained under the ox.
tansion act was seized. Held, that the creditor
was entitled to an ordev of sale of said land.—
In re Ogilvie, L. R, 7 un. 174,

8ez Baturnr; Insuxerion,
Ruarvpzr,— See DEvise, 2; SETTLEMENT,
Rexr-omaBar,—Se¢ EgraTs PUR AUTRE VIE,
Rextg axp Prorime,—See Deviss, 1.
Reruny.—Ses Sursirs.
Bazx,

1. The plaiutiffs agread to ship a cargo of
Yee to the United Kingdom, * forwarding bills
of luding to the purchaser, and upon receipt

the isstte of so-called extension shares: said i

dividend frowm the uther profits of the company; -

additional sum by mortgage, but not until all &
the extension capital was subseribed for and

thereof the purchaser takes upon himself all
risks and dangors of the seas;” and the defen-
dant agreed to buy and receive the ice on its
arrival and pay forit in cash on delivery.
The vessel was lost by dangers of the sens after
the defendant had received the bills of lading.
Held, that the defendantwas liable for the
value of the lce.~—Castle v. Playford, L. R. 1
Ex, (Ex.Ch,) 98; s.c. L. R. 5 Ex, 185; § Am
Law Rev. 03,

2. The dofundants’ agentsin Valparaiso pur.
chased for them a cargo of soda, and chartered
the I to bring it to England; the soda was
goon safter dostroyed by an earthquake, and
the agents thereupon cancelled the charter.
After the defendants, being iguorant of the
destruction, sold to the plaintif the soda,
“ being the entire parccl of nitrate of soda
expected to arrive at port of call per P.
Should any circumstance or accident prevent
the shipment of the nitrata, this contract to be
void.” The defendants’ agents upon bearing
of this contract bought another cargo of soda
and shipped it by the P.to England, eld,
that the plaintiff haa no claim to the soda, not
being the specific quauntity contracted for.—
Siith v. Myers, .. R. 7 Q. B. (¥x. Ch) 189;
s.¢. Lo R, 5 Q. B.428; 5 Am, Law Hev, 301,

See Baxkrurrcy, 8; CoNrmacr, }; Goop-
with; Isguncrion, Rarcway, 2 Savg, 2,

SreeriTy. —See EXECUTORS AND ADMINIITRATORS,],
Senvick o WRit,—See CorPORATION,
SETTLEMENT,

Two marriage settlements contained coven-
ants by the husband and wife that if at any
timne aiter the marriage and during their joint
lves, they or either of them in Ler right should
by gift. descent, suceession, or otherwise how-
govver, buesuie entitled to any real or personal
ustate to the value of £1ov, the same should
be conveyed, transferred, assured, and paid to
trustees. In the first case certain remainder
vested in the wife before marriage, vested in
possession. In the second case the wife died
bhefore a vested remainder vested in posaession.
Hald, that “entitled” in said convenant signified
“ entitled in posstasion,” and that in said Zrst
cago the trustees were entitled to the fund;
otherwise in the second case.~In re Clinfon's
Trust: Holway's Fund, L, R. 13 Eq. 295,

SHAREHOLDER.— Se¢ COMPANY.
Suerier,

A shoriff seized goods under & £. fa, and
remeined iv possession until dismissed by the
plaintiff, and made return that he had seized
the debtor’s goods and held them untis ordered
o withdraw by the plaintiff. The goods seized



