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any adjoining property to which the benefit of the restrictive
covenant could attach, the property in question was flot bound by
the covenant.

WILL-LEGACY TO "'ST. MARY'S HlOME FOR WOMEN AND CH'-LDREN,
15 WELLINGTOeT STREET, CHELSEA"--CHANGE OF CONTRÔLL-
ING BODY AND CHANGE 0F ADDR1ýS 0F CHARITY IN TESTATRIX'S
LIFETIME.

In re Wedgewood, Sweet v. Cotton (1914) 2 Ch. 245. Jn this
ca3e a will was in question whereby the testatrix bequeathed a
legacy to Saint Mary's Home for Women and Children, of 15
Wellington Street, Chelsea. During the testatrix's iifeiie St.
Mary's H.om.; had ben carried on at 15 Wellington Square,
Chelsea, but durixig her lifetirne the controlling body o! the home
had been changed, and it had been rernoved to other quartera,
and the work *~as now carried on by two organizations. Joyce, J.,
field that the bequest was a valid charitable bequest, but that
neither of the present organizations could dlaim it unless the
Attorney-General consented to their getting it on an undertakixig
to apply it to St. Mary's 11irne, otherwise a scheme must be
settled.

COMPANY-INDEMNITY TO SYItVANTS-SPEC'IAL ARTICLE-COM-
MON LAW RIGHT 0F SERVANT TO INDEMNITY--MTNING ENGI-
'NEER---SOPE 0F EMPLOYMENT-LIBEL AND SLANDER-

0(-I F SUCCESSFULLY DEFENDING ACTION.

Re FarnaUna Developmnn Corp. (1914) 2 Ch. 271. This was9
a windîng-up proceeding in which an cmployee of the coi..pany in
liquidation claimed indemnity for certain costs he had been put
to in defending an action of libel brought against hisa in refer-tnce
Wo a report made by him as a servant of the company. The
claimant wvas employed by the company as a consulting engineer,
to visit and make inquiries and report as to the cornpany's pro-
perties. As the resuit of his inquiries he rcported that the man-
aging director had madle contracts for worthless properties, had
madle misleading reports, and had arranged to procure certain
secret commiss-.,us. Tht director sued hiin for libel and failed,
and the eýngineer was put to costs and the action wus ultimately
disxnissed with conts, owing to the director being unable Wo give
security for costa for a new trial. These costs lie failed to*recover
from the plaintiff in the action, and claimed to prove t.hem againat
the company. Tbý claimant was a member of the cornpany at


