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a testator bequeathed the reaidue. of ii estats to hi% executors
in trust, as to £1,500 (part thereof) to, iiivest and pay the in-
corne toi hài daughter, E. M. Clark, for ber life, and after lier
death, to divide the capital.,amongst lier issue; there was no
gift -over of the £1i50 .M lr idwtotIse nd
thare waa, consequently, an intestacy as to the £1,500 which,
accordingly, passed te the next of kin, who were four daughters
and soine grandchidren of the testator. These daughters had
received large advances from the testator, anad if they were
brought into hotchpot the £1,500 would ail go to the grand-
children, but Nêville, J., held, that there being only a partial
intestacy, the Statute of Distribution did flot apply, and the
advances *were net liable to be brougnlt into hotchpot; and he
also held, that the oase was flot within the Executor 's Act,
1830, as the £1,500 was held by the executors not as exeautors,
but as trustees.

EMPLOYER AND WORIKMAN - I2qJURY TO WORKMAN CAUSiNO
DPIATE-AGRzEMENT BETWP:.N EMPLOYER AND WORKMAN-

CLAIM IBY DEPENDENT.

'Wt7liarns v. Vauxhall Collieri Co. (1907) 2 K.13. 433 is also
a case under the English Workmen 's Compensation Act, 1897,
which nmy also be useful in considering the Fatal Aceidents
Act RS.c.166). In this case after an accident in the course
of his eniployment the workman made an arrangement with his
employer out of Court whereby he reeîved for a certain time
after the accident a weekly payinent, and then, believing hiru-
self ta have recovered, returned to work, nothing being said on
either side as te the continuance or cessation cf the compensa-
tion. He subsequently died from the effeets of the injury.
These circumetances the Court of Appeal (Cozens.HI-ardy, M.R.
and Barnes, P.P.D. aud Kennedy, L.J.) held afforded ne evi-
dence that the werkman had abandoned his right against bis
employer te further compensation-, and, even aesuniing that the
workman had abandoned his right, bis dependents had a separate
right to compensation of which he could not deprive them. But,
subject te this, the Court held that the employer was net liable
for more than the maximum compensation iahowed by the Act,
anî wiias entitled te eredit for the sumns advanccd te the deceased
workxnan.
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