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BREACH or TRUST"DOWER—STALE DEMAND,

In the next case, in re Cross, Harston v.
Tenison, p. 109, the Court of Appeal say in
the judgment, which is the judgment of the
Court :—“We consider it to be a well estab.
lished rule that a cestus que trust who, knowing
that his trustee has committed a breach of
trust, obtains from him 5 part only of that to
which he is entitled, does not thereby waive
his right to such further relief as he may be
able to obtain, unless there is something in
the surrounding circumstanceg from which an
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The appeliant was a duly ordam?d nghurch !
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consisting of 5 dwelling house and two acyr
attached, assessed at $1,300. His duty ¥
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