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payable to hlm by the company in cash, agairlst his liability for future cails that
such agreemnent amnounted ta a paymeûit of the cails ini cash.

CZARITY-N'IRTNIAI5--S GEO. IL., C. 36-BoNDs 0F HARBOuRt TRUSTEkS.

The question In i'e David Buckiey v, Royal National Life-Boat Inst'ittiOn, 41
Chv. D. 168, for the consideration of North, J., wvas whether certain bonds issued
bv harbour trustees, constituted an interest on land within the rneaning cf 9
Cen'(. Il., c. 36. The trustees in question were entitled to collect tolUs, among
)thur things, for the use of bridges, and by the bonds in question, which were

issticd lu pursuance of a statute, they assigned to the obligee " such portion of
thu several rates, toils, rents, and other rnoneys arising by virtue of the Act, as
the said sum of L'xoo " bore to the whole am-ount advanced, upon the credit of
such rates, toils, etc. This, North, J., held to amount te an assignment of the
[bridge, tolls specifically, and that these tolls constituted an interest ln lands, and
thýit consequently the bonds lu question were within 9 Geo. IL, C. 36, and coulci
flot therefore be given by deed to ch'arities flot authorized to hold land.

J'.\ýM1\NT OF M0NRV OUiT 0F COUIRT-ERRONEOCS 0IRDER MADE DEPALING WITH FLS'D IN CQ1ý;RT-

SI;i.içcîroR, LIA13ILITY 0F.

In ,'e l)angar"s Triusts, 41 Chy.I). 178, is a case deserving the careful attention
of solicitors. in drawing up an order relating to money in Court it was, through
the negligence of the solicitor, erroneouslv made to apply te the whole of the
fund in Court, instead of to a part of it only. In pursuance of the order the
nionev was paid out to persons flot entitled, and this wvas an application by the
part%, injured, to compel the party to whomn the money had been erroneously
pzi id, and the solicitor, to mnake good the loss. Stirling, J., after a very elaborate
anîd careful review of the case, held that the solicitor was liable to make good

an ypart of the fund which could not be recovered from the estate of the person

1*,MI1Lv Si-ETLFILENr-INFI.uF.NHc 0F FT1-I0pDETAVCH<K!r o FATHEH.

The only case remiaining to be noticed is Hoblyn v. Htoblyit, 4ï Chv.D1. 200,
whicli xvas au action to set aside a re-settleement of familv estates, on th'e ground
that the settior wvas under the control of bis father and had no independent

aieand that by the settlement a henefit wvas given to the father. But
lukewich, J., uphcld the settleunent, holding that for the v'aliditv of a re-settké-

i ent of family estates by a son, being tenant in tail lu remaiiider, it is flot
essuntial that the son should have independent advice, and the Court wvill not
inquuire whether the influuencý of his father %vas exerted with mnore or less force.
But when the father obtains a bencfit, that fact necessarilv arouses the jealousy
,uf thue Court, but such a provision is not neressarilv unfaeir, nor, if uinfair, 15 it
f;aul to the entire arrangement. and the objectionable provision înay be expungedi
wvitluoit affecting the validity of the rest of the deed ; and lu the present case
sue h a provision wvas rele-ased by the father. and the rest of the setulement was
held gond(.


