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çodicil contended that thé. codîcil infereîý'tXdly revoked the re-
siduary bequest ini the will, but Eve, J., decided that ail that
passed by the codieil was sueh portion of the residue (if any)
as might ultimately turn out ntto have been effcetually dis-
posed of by the will, and that !hec was no0 revocation of the
elear and unainbiguous gift of the residue eontained in the will.

WILI,-CONSTRUCTION-R.A1 1ESTAT.-D2vîxsE. TO A. "OR HIS

lý;ISSUE'-ESTA&TI- TAII--WORDS OF LIMITATION OR SUBSTITU-

TION.

lit re Clerke, Clou.es v. Clerke (1915). 2 Ch. 301. In thi "s case
a viI1 w'as in question wherebY the testator devised a remainder
iii real estate to his brother S. Il. lerke ''or his issue.'' K. Il.
(lcrke survived the testator- but Ipreçdeeeasied the teniant for life
1vaving 3 ehildren anid 3 gaI(idn. The quost ion was
whlether the words -or issue"' were words of substitiitioii oir
limitation. If thcy werr wvords of substitution it was voneeded
the 3 ehildren and 3 graîîdehildreni would take as joint tenants;
buit if the v weie words of limitationt th ni S. IL (lerke took as
tenant in tail. and his e1dest soni almne wonild be entitled. Ev e.
.L decided that the wvords wvele words of lîînîiat ioni aild îia

ain estate ta il in S. Il. < lerke.

1)ou(K--('ON'TRACT FOR USE OF DO-K -- E"XFMIPT19(I CLM'E-

L)AC1 -0.~ SIO I11 FIZON 1.\FIT'NES.S OF BLOCKS I' iEilI

DOCKOWNER LIAnILITY OF DOCKOWNER.

Ti.ininai S.Sq. C'o. v. Il ! (d I1orosvfrn Rt. (11) 2 K-B. 72i).
'l'li C ourt of Appeal (Lord B.'a<linig, (-1 z.1. :l. i .aId Bra.v,
L1 b ave affirrnd thle devis-imi of Ba1~oh..1. 1 1911 I 2 N.B. 799
îui<itt'îI apitc vol. 50, 1). -13P. It inîav 1w rviiienibere1 tliat the
act ion was 1)y sbunowners against ml<x'ktivitrs for dainagvs. sus-
ta-incîl by the plaiiitiffs* siiii) by rvasmiui of Ilin iuî-sufivivilvY of the
locnks 1upidh i .'edn .~hi, tiltarmei

l)etween the parties, the defendaints werc to sUl)lly. Thew raii
tract proviîled that the de(fendiianits were niot t o Ih lialib' '"foi'
aii v acrident or dlamage to aî vesseI goinîg iiito o, oint tif, or îvhilst
ini the dock"'; and Jala'h .. , bli t bat tlmis ('xenlll)t ionl pro-
tecteti th(- (ICfCflhfts froin liai litv for dlainage's ot m'aioltteîl 1).
the insufficiencv (if the lock, 1. itlided.

('RIMINAL LAw-TRADING NVITuI r1u1E E M B.Iiî .>0

FRom R.NEmI-TRAD)IN(; WI'TII 'rflE 1NEY.T.1914 (.1-5
CiE0. 5, r. 87), s. 1.-

The Kiig v. Oppepiheimer (Il5ý 2 K.W 755. 'lhlis was a


