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Edwards %v. Edwards (1909) £0C. 275. In this case the con-
struction of a wifl was in wheroby the teoat.tr devise-d
rvalty to bis two sons asq tenants in common in fee simple, with
a direction in a codicil to his two sons and their heirs teo inke to
cadih of bis daughters for life "ad afterwards te and amongst
the e.hlren of each and their heis, " certinpyetsutote
royalties or out of the dead rent payable in respect of the ceai
iinder a specitled farm, and any other eai under any ether land
of the testator when worked or lot. By this codieil the House
of Lords (Lord Loreburn, L.C., and Lord Maenaghten) held
(afiiriniiig the Court of Appeal) that the testator iriter.ded te
vreate executory limitations in land te arise at some future and
indefinite period, on a contingency whieh imight or might net
happen, and that the direction offended against the rule against
perpetuities, andl was therefore void for remoteness so far as it
related to the' testator's grandchildren.

W1L1-PARTY PHEPAII NG WIVLL TAKINO 13aNPIfýIT THEft1ELNDER.

Lo-i v. <?ulhrie' (1909) A.C. 278 wiis an appeal from the
Seotch Court of Session. A will was attacked on the ground that
the' pe .son who prepared it took a henefit thereunder. The
appellants contended unsuccessfully that the mile which requi-res
in siich a vase saitîsfaetory evidenee that the instrument centains
the' real intention of flhc te'itator, aIso justified the court in
assuming that the party preparing it was guilty of some fraud or
dishonesty for whieh no foundation was laid, but the lieuse cf
Liords (Lord Loreburn, L.C.. and Lords Maenaghten, James,
D)unedin andi Shaw) dismuissed thue appeal, heing unaniniously
of the coxtrary opinion.

PATNT-Go!'~BM. -NTERPRET.\TION OF' 5PE~CIFICATION-IN-

FRINGEMENT-DAMAGES.

in leoger v. (Jocltrane (1909) A.C. 285 the action wua for in-
f ringenient of a patent golf ball-known as the '<Mingay," the
i nfringemeént being ealled the " Ace.'' In the plaintiff 's specifi-
cation the patentee clairned as his invention the substitution for
the core hitherto used, an incompressible fiuid such as water, or
other liquid, or senui-liquid, contained in a suitable receptacle
of elastie material; the defendants woire the exclusive liconsees


