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4.our ordei." Held, that there was no evi-
dence that hl. had authority to receive i pay-
ment of the defendant's debt a bill payable to
" my order. "-HogartA v. Wheriey, L. R. 10
C. P. 630.

See CoMPANT, 4; VmN<non AND PURCHABER.

PRIORITY.

1. P., who was seised of an estate in trust
for hinseif and H., as tenants ini commou, for
several years received the whole of the renta,
withont accounting for any part of them to
Hi. By his will, P . deyised his freehold es-
tata to his wife upon trust to raise an anuuity
for herseif, and subject thereto to lier two
children R. and C. In 1872 R. and C. depos-
ited the title.deeds of the estate with the
plaintiffs, wlio were ignorant of H. 's interet,

*sscrty for a loan, ln 1874 H. obtained
a decree thMat the estate of P. wss iable to se.
cotant to H. for one moiety of the renta P. had
received, and that H. was entitled te a charge
upon the other moiety of the estate in respect
of the amounts due H. The plaintiffs thén
instituted this suit for a declaration, that
their security had priority over H.'s chlarge.
Deinurrar. Held, that the plaintiffs had a
prior charge. -BUils Mutual Investm en Co.
Y. Smart, L. R. 10 Ch. 567.

2. Residuary legatees were entitled to a tes-
tator's estate subject to an annuity, and a
fnnd was retained in court to provide for the
annuity. The legatees assigned their interest
in nid fund, and subsequntly creditors es-
tablished dlaims against tha testator's e8tate.
Held, that the creditors were entitled to psy.
ment froin nid funds in priority to the as-

anees of the same. -Hooper v. Smart, 1 Ch.
Dg 90.

PI>oviso.-Se LEÂsy, 3.

QUANTUM MIMIuT.-See CONTRACT, 2.

RAILWAY.-Se4 CONTRÂCT, 7 ; EVIDENCE, (1

NEGLIGENCE ; TRUST, 4.

A suit wus brought to reacind a contract for
thie purchase of a coal-mina front the defend-
ants, who hald it under a lase by which they
were obliged to kaap the mine iu operation.
The. plaintiffs were iu occupation of the coal-
mine, and in their bill they prayed the ap-
peintmant of a receiver and manager of tha
mine. Receiver and manager appointed.-
Gibb v. David, L. R, 20 lgq. 873.

RCTIICÂTION 07 INSTRUMENTS. -&c SETTLE-

MENT, 5.

R-ORMATION OF INSTRUIEIqrS.-Ste SErrLE-

MENT, 5.

PMw-CE.&RO.-S« ACTION.

&MaOuSION isr CoNTRrACT.-Se. CONTRÂCT, 1.

DtYAY LEATEE-&.PRionîrr, 2.

SALE.-SUe CoivnÂcr, 4; FRArDa, STATUYT£

OF; SPECIFIO PERFORMANCE, 1, 2 ; STOP-

PAGE IN TRA.NSITU; VENDOR AND PUR-

CHASER.

SALVÂGE.-See DECREZ.

SCRIP.-SC X-EGOTIABLE INSTRUMENT.

SzctrRi'rv-See APPROPRIATION 0F PÂYMEIqTS

BÂNICRUPTCY, 1.

SET-OFF.

1. Two trustees gave £4,000 to P. for in-
vestmeut in a mortgage. P. only lnve8ted
£3,050 in the mortgage ; but lie rapreseuted
lie had so invested the wliole of the fund.
Subsequently £2,200, part of the sum invest-
ed iu the mortgage, wss paid off, and the
money ratained with the consent of the. trus-
tees for reinvestment ; but it never was rein-
vasted, and P. died insolvent. One of the
trustees wss indebted to P. Heki, that the
debt due to the. trustees front P. could net b.
set off against the. dabt due fromt the. trustees
to P. -5iddleton v. Pollock, L. R. 20 Eq. 615.

2.- An ailministrator wau held eutitled to,
set off thé whole of a debt due to the. estate
against a legaey to the debtor, aithougli part
of the debt was barred by the Statuts of Limt-
itations. -In re (ordwell's Est ate. White v.
Cordwell, L. R. 20, Bq. 644.

3. A policy-holder iu a lfe-insurance com-
pany borrowed money of the compsny on bis
policy. The compauy was wound up, and
the value of nid pobicy was estimatad. The
insured died, and the company offered te
prove the whole of their boan against his es-
tate. The trustes of his astate claimad a Set-
off of nid estimated value of the policy.
Held, that thera had been no such mutual
dealinga between the insured and the. company
as to constitute a case for 8et-off.-RFe parte
Pre, In re LanJcer, h. R. 10 Ch. 648.

4. The holder of a bill of excbange received
a dividend from the drawer's estate in bank-'
ruptcy, and subsequently oued the acceptor
for the whole amount of the bill. The accep-
tor plaaded an equitable piea, that the holder
was suing as trustee for the drawer to the.
amount of naid dividend ; and he claimed te
set-off a debt due fromt the drswer to the
amount of nid dividend lleld, that the, de-
fendaut was in equity entitled to set-off bis
debt.-Tonton v. Mapiuard, L. R. 10 C. P.
695.

SiTTLEMENT.
1. D. agree1 to execute a sattiement of ny

property of the. value of £100 or upwards to
which ha sliould become entitbed at any one
time and from oua source. At this tira. D.
was receiving half-pay au a lieutenant in lier
Majesty's nsvy. Subsequentby, in accordance
with the. provisions of a statute, D. comrnuted
his lialf-pay for the suma of £2, 175. Held,
that the. commntation-mnboey wus not bound
by the settlement. -Churchill v. Desiuy, L.
R. 20 Bq. 534.
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