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Av.'

dition was one which a solicitor could n(
impose on bIl client, aud that therefore th
original order for taxation muet stand, but nl
coste in the Court below were given bocaui
the client, under the circucustances, shoul
flot bave taken the commuon order for taxatiot
but shot-14 have applied on petition raising th
question of the right of the solicitors ta wit,
draw their bill. The Court was, however, c
opinion that a solicitor rniýht deliver a hi
stating that thore %vere charges in it which tii
client couc! not ho forcod to pav, but whic]
representod work fairly done, with a suggestio:
that these charges should ha paid, hut iti
inating ta the clienst that if lie clid not like t,
adopt tho bill hie would claliver a bill includin,
Qnly thosa charges which would beF.ar taxatioi
and couic! be enforcucI agaiudt the client, arn
that such a condition wvould ha valid.

let re A'insiie, Swinbue';; v. Ainzie, 3o Chiy
D). 485, i a" illustration of the .a'ciim Il quic
quid plaia1r solo, solo ce.di.11 A testator die
vised ustates upîon whicli there were planta
tions of larch trees. At the tirne of bisà duatý
a number uf these trees hac! been more or lese
blown down by wind. Pearson, J., heici thal
as b0tween the clavisee And the executors tht
latter were entitled ta the treas which haé
heeni biown clown tu such an extont that they
couic! fot grow as trees usually grow, andi thai
t'le trees wvhich were rnerely iifted, but woid
bave ta ho cut for proper cultîvation, belonged
to tllie devisc. Tire Court of Appeal roftised
fil assent to this mule. Cotton, L.j., sayvý
ILarch treos niaturahy grow upright, but it

MaY weil be that a larch trec is ashtl
flxed ta the soif, thouglh it may grow in a
Position in whîch, if the wind had flot Occurred,
it would 'lut have niattrally grown. That is
not the test; - alc! the Court was of opinio)n
that the oulty rule which conic! ba laid Cl
was, that if the tre is reeverOci it belongs tao
Ille exectitoma, but if it ks not severed it heiongs
ta the inheritanc; ani whether the severance
bac! takein place is a question of tact regard.
iug each treu, but the>' agreeci that if tire
route were broken in the so)i!. so that the tree
aud its roote wore in truth, and in fact, severed
frain each other, thon although Borne of the
broken parts of the traco Might stilI rain,
coveroid with carth it would ha 8severacl thougt,

to a casual observer it might seern to bave

#orne oftits roots in the ground.

TasTz-.D vz$sàtzw# OYn »BylIEnT SZOXRfl?.

In S'nethurst v, Hastings, 3o Chy. D. 490, the
defendante w, e trustees vill, w ith the consent
of a tenant 1'.: lite, were authorited to make
investments upon leasai 'ids, Invastments
were macde with the consent uf the tenant for
Ilite; who subsequently died, the parties thon
becomnlng entitled ta tha trust funci took as-
sign monts of the securities. It was afterwards
clieeovered that the investinants had been
macde witbouit any propor valuation, that the
property was ot a speculative value, bouses
being in course ot erection thereon, sud ufipro.
ductive, and that the security %vas insufficient.
Th'îe present action %vas brought ta make the
trustees liable for the deficiancy; sndf their
coucluct of the trust, beîng jtidged by Ilthe
prudent mn" standard, %vas foiuucl wanting,
andf they wvere lield liabla hy Bacon, V.C.,
notwithstanding the acceptance of the trans.
fer of the sucurities by the cestuis que trust. It
appears by the report that notice of appeal
was given but that the case was subsequently
cc>'npromnised.

ILL-B&QtJEBT OP u{cr0ýr T1iazaci àq, COspUg
O5MABUUGI,

The question in lit re l'Yrey, Stuart v. Wrey,
30 ChY. D. 5o7, was a very simple onie, arisiflg

ion a wvilI 'vhereby a testatrix bequeathed the
resiclue of her stocks and shares upon trust to
pay the incoine to G. until Ie mnarriage, and
at the time of is marriage ta b~and over the
stocks aocd shares tu him-there was no gift
overin tie event ofhis fot marrying. Kay, J.,
heid that the legacy was vested and that the
legatee, baing of age, was entitied ta au li-
inediate transfer of the stocks and shareL. t
hini t hough hie biac fot rnirrieul.

WILL (70oD UO5N--itSuT <XOU.41N< ONCE~ ISMWim
-Gr' VED.

In WVicks v. Biennisier, 3o Chy. D. 5x2, R~ay,
J., bh!l that uinder a gift tu second cousins
first cousins once remuoved tirould take-the

jtestator not having in fact any second cousins,
oither at the date of Iiiý wifl or when lie choc!,

1 and that a gift over on death Ilobfore paynient'
of the bequest wcts tu be construed as Ilbefore
hoo:iig eutitied ta paynent.2'
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