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CEIARiITY-" OHAR1TAELE OIC IMMIGRATION USES"-UNCERTÂWNTY.

in re Sidney, Ringestoit v. Sidiiey (1908) 1 Ch. 488 the
decision of Eady, J. (1908) 1 Ch. 126 (see ante, p. 148), to the
effect th at a gift by will of personal. estate "for charitable uses
or for sucli immigration uses, or partly for such charitable and
partly for sucli immigration uses" as the trustees in their di-.

eretion miglit think fit is voirI for uncertainty, immnigration
uses, unle&s expressly for the benefit of poor persons, flot coming
within the term "charity," was afflrined by the Court of
Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Moulton and Luckley, L.JJ.).

TRusT FUl\D-IJNàUTIORIZED INVESTMENT-RSTORATION 0F CAýPI-
TAL WITHE INTEREST AT 5 PEn CENT.-CAPITAL AND INCOME-
INCREASEt INTEREST OBTAINED B Y UNAUTHORIZEO INVEST1.1EN-r,

In iade v. Chainc (1908) 1 Ch. 522 a suimxary application
was made to Kekcwich, J. to determine the .rights of tenant for
life and remainderman in a trust fund which had been nIisap-
proprîated by the trustee and subilseqluently restored with interest
at 5 per cent. The misappropriation consistcd in tlic trustee
applying the inoney in paying his private debt. The tenant for
life was bis wifc, who made no claim. On behaif of the re-
niainderman it xvas coiitcnded that the extra interest which slic
hpid received, or should be taken to have reeeivcd, over and al)ove
what wvould have been realizcd by an authorized investmnt of
tle fund, onght to he treated R.9 an accretion to the capital, but
Kekewich, J., refused to give effect to that cdaim, and thc Court
of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, 'M.R., and M'Yulton and Buckley,
L.JJ.) lhcld that he was riglit.

MASTER AND SERVANT-CONTRACT OPF SERVIe,-REPUDIAýTION-
WRONGFUL DISMISSALT-I'NDERTAKIlNG NOT TO TRADE wriri
CERTAIN LIMITS.

Geizeral Billposting CJo. v. Atkinson. (1908) 1 Ch. 537 wvas an
action to restrain thc defendant, who had formerly becii a w
vaut of the phuintiffs, froin eoniniitting a breachi of ani under-
tuiking not to trade, on quitting plaintiffs' employxnent. within
certain limits. The defendant set up and established tInt the
plaintiffs had wrongfully dismissed him £rom. bis empicineut,
and that lad the effect of a repudiation of tIc contract on their
part, and a consequent release of the defendant fromn the under-
taking restricting bis rigbt to trade on the termination of his en-


