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ndit thus became important whether or flot the executors could be said to hold
iri trust for the heir-at-law by virtue uî an " express trust." Upon the authority

«a decision of Lord Plunket in an Irish case of Saller v. Cavanagh, i D. &
w~al. 668, fluddleston, B., and Steplien, J., decided that though no trust was

'elr by the will of the property in question, the executors nevertheless held
'"'drthe will ýunder " an express trust " for the heir-at-law, and therefore that

the Statute of Limitations afforded no defence. The case was distinguished fromn
the rec-ent case of Churcher v. Martin, 42 CyD. 3 12 (noted ante vol. 25, P. 506) oni

tuegron~that in the latter case the (ieed to the trustees was nuil and void under
the Mortmnain Act.

LNLRDAND-TENANT-REMOVAL 0F GOOS T-) PREVENT DISTRESS-II GEO. 2, C. 19, S. S. 1, 3.

The only Point for which it seems necessary to notice Tomlinson v. Thse Con-
"Olida'ted Credit & M. Go., :24 Q.B.D., 135, is the decision that statute II

2O 2, C. 19, which gives landiords an action to recover double the value of

fQterauduîlentîy carried off the dernised premises to avoid a distress, applies
good5., othteatolnd not to those of a stranger. In this cs h

tenan had given a bill of sale of his goods to the defendants who, with the

oft Sconsent, removed them to avoid a distress, and it was held by the Court
Ma Peal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Lindleyanrd Lopes, L.JJ.) affirming Field and

ni"sty, JJ., that the defendants were nxot hiable under the statute.

In he ood ofEccesADMINISTRATIN-PAUPER 
LtNATIC.

tis gods f Ecle,15 P.D.i, the husband of the deceased intestate wasa
DaIPer hunatie confined in a county asylum. Notice having been given to her

trati km and they not having appeared, the Court made a grant of adminis-
ben0ntO, the guardians under whose care the husband was conhined, for his

fiand Iimited to such time as he should remain insane.

OJGATR F LEGATHE WRITTEN UNDER ATTESTATION CLAUSE -OMISSION 0F NAME IN

Sgoods of Smniths, 15 P.D. 2, presents some features of similarity to the

bencase of Re Sturgis, Webling v. Van Every, 1 7 Ont. 342. After a wihl had

tator eecuted and duhy attested by two attesting witnesses, the wife of the ' tes-
ri ,,,ho vas also an executrix and took a life interest in the whole estate,

,,ed lier name to the will at the testator's request, not with the object of

sit, but in order to verify its contents. Under these circumstançes the
toî nfn"ted probate ot the will omitting the signature of the wife, after notice

h n ts thei a reversionary interest under the will and no cause being
tOtecoftrary.

1ADMINSl'rAr-D BONNIS NON-ADMINISTRATOR ABSCONDED-REVOCATION OF GRANT.

partî he good5 of Coveli, 15 P.D. 8, the administrator having absconded after
0if h4dn1ilsterîng the estate, and though several years had elapsed, no trace

hat ng been discovered, the Court revoked the grant, and made a fresh
le bonisnfon to a residuary legatee. 1


