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and, if necessary, to rebuild any farm-building from time to time. | L. J. Aprit 22, 28, June 8, 7, & July 12,
The buildings being in » delapidated stato at the testators death, WistLey v. Lowe,

@ question arisos botween the teasuts for lifs and thosoin remain- | s .
der, a8 ta tho coustruction of the Witl in this respect.—2eid, that | S(a0e of limitations — A“Z‘:ﬁfggmm by payment — Agent—
* -

tho mansion-house and m ges must bo vopaired out of the . o .

anoual Teats asd profits, That tho rebuilding applics to farm-{ A suit for the windingup of a portnership was instituted by the
houses, and them oaly in aaso of their being incapable of repaiv, ; Xtontors of a deceased partrer, areceiver was appoiated in June
or in caso of the expenso of rebuildtug being ne greater, regard 1 1834, who, by consent of all parties, paid the assets whick ho got

boing had more to the nature, nge, dimension snd siructaro—than | 12 10 the plaintiffs, snd the suit was no further prosecuted. In
the cest of pulting them iato goud repair. 1857, tho samo executors filed sncther bill clniming a forther debt

frowm the catate of one of the partners, alleging that the operation
of the statute of Lumitations was avoided by the paymont made by
L. J. TAssEL v. Sxtwir. ¢ July 13, 14. ! the receiver,

Mortgage—Redemption—Tacking— o smorlgages to different | o {l{’of(i,u:!tl\?: othe poyment by the receiver did not take tho caso ont

trustees for the same mortgugec—-Lankrupt Kortgagor.

R. martgaged an estato in 1832, to tiwves persons, aud in 1836 P "
jolned ns surety with N, in auother sccurityl,, by which hio mort- LJ? . Froas v Dusos. . May 3, 5, 7, June 7,
waged a policy of assuraneo on his own Lfo to the plaintifs. The olicy of assurance—FEnsurable interest—2o3t obit bond-Deblor
Mortgagees in both securities were the aaditors for the time being i . N and credutar. .
of the same insurance company, aad the meuies advanced belonged |  R. J. being entitled, in the event of his surviving his father, to
to the compnny; of whick factR. hadnotice. Aftervards R. mort- | considerable estates, insured bislifo for £19,000. Being unadbleto
goged the estate comprised in tho first mortgage of 1072 fo the de- | PAY the premiuma on the policies, R. J. arranged with the defend-
fendants, and then becamo bankrupt, The property comprised | aut thet be should pay them, and gave him a post obit bond for
in both wortgages was sald, but the property comprised in tue | £14,000, payablo after the death of R. J 's father in R. J.'8 lifecime.
mortgage of 1336 wss insufficient to pay the debt seeured thereby. | The defendant then insured R. .J.'s life {wkenever be should die)
Held, (ox a special caso for the opinion of the Court), that the | forhisownbencfit, for £14,000. R.J. dicd before his father, haviag
pletatitly, as representing the company, were catitled to be paid bcfgucathcd all his personal estate to the plaintiff.  The plaintiff
the deficiency out of the proceds of the mortgage of 1882, in | claimed thesumof £14,000 the proceeds of the polioy efeoted by the
priority to the defondants ; and that the facts of the two mortgages | defeadnnt as part of R. J.'s estate.
baing wmade to the Company in the names of two scparate sets of §  Jleld, (in the absence of express contract) that the defendant
trustees, aud of thomortgagor kaving becomo baukrupt, mads no | W43 not 8 trustee for the proceeds of the policy, but was entitled
difference. to them for bis own beneft.

If o person effects a policy for his own benefit on a life in which
he has not an insurable interest, it may be s fraud uponthe insur-
M. R, Drage v. Wintiaxsoy. July 7, 8, 26, | anco company ; but if tho money is paid by the company, it belongs

Prustee—Reimbursement=Lien. to the person effecting the insurance, and not to the person whose

Teustees for building & chapet having expended thereon mouey | i¢ I8 insured.
borrowed on their own sccurity, with o deposit of the chapel deeds

made on their own antbority, and having beca compelied to ropay | V. C. 8. Hetuso v, Loseey. July 5, 6,
the smouat.—feld, ta have a lien on the deeds, but nat to be en- Specific performance—Injunction—Opera box—Notice.
titled to o sale of the property to reinbucse their ouday. W.in 1816, agreed fo sell his term and interest ina certain

opera house to C., reserving to himself, W., bis executors, :‘:ldmino
§ R o igtratora and assigns, the right to & certain box thereip, during

V. C. K. . me"”ﬁ‘“”s ¥ Lo‘xa. . July 26, the continusnce of the said term. ’
Will—Construction— Vested x){le{e.s!;—&’xft 20 children equally on Tn 1823, all W’s interestin tho snid opers bouse was assigned
attaining 21. 10 & trastee for gale, in whose place tho present plaintiff was after-
When there is a gift of dividends, to one for life, and after bis | wards appointed. C. subsequently filed his bill, and obtained &
death the whola principal to be patd and divided between and { decres for specific performance of the agreement abave mentioned,
smong bis chijdren, in cqual shares, on their respectively attaining { and baving become bankrupt, his nssignees sold his interest in the
the age of 21 years, those ooly who attain 21 take. premises to defondant L., subject to certain covenants, which as
L. alleged hed, to the event, rendered it jmapossible for him to con-~
tinus to W., or his represcutatives the enjoyment of the aforesaid
V.G W Re Hoorer's Tausrs. July 30, 81. | box. .
Mersied woman—Eyuity to a seitlement. . The plaintiff, as such trustee as aforessid, claimed to bo en-

. . titled to the said box, or an equivalent in moncy for its loss.

A.‘ married woman, xghose husband h‘ad been insolvent, ‘becume Ifeld, that the said defendsnt, and all persons claiming under
entitled to a sum of £200, and to tho incoms of £300, which was him, were bound by the reservation above mentioned. An jnjunce

devisitlo after her death amongst her nine children. tion was gzranted to vestrain the defendant, &¢., from preventing
The Court settted the whole £200 upon ber, without giving any | the plaintiff from erjoying the said box, without prejudice to the
portion of it to her husband’s assignee iniasolvency. right of the plaintiff to compensation, in cage it should appear that
his right to enjoyment of the box had been actually lost through
the act of the defendant.
V.C.KE. RogeRs v. WATERDOUSE. July 28.
aser—Specific performance—Doudiful title—
Vendor and purchaser—Sp cE{,a,i enf Doubif M.R. Heanges v. Joxgs. July 8.

n & suit §or specific performance, when the title depends upon Rekearing—Specific performance—Tille.
o will, the court will not put a construction upou it, except to de~-{ An order had been made on o claim on affidavit of service for
cide whether there is or is not any reasonsble donbt as to the ven- | specific performance, without nuy reference as to title. The de-
dor's titte; nad will not decree specific performance untess it is | fendent attended at regisirar’s office to settle the minutes without
satisfied thay, on appeal o 4 higher tribunal, the same view will | objecting to the omission. After the order was drawnup, defend-
be taken, aut moved for a rehearsing, and to amend the order by directing
The word ¢ estate” does not of necessity pass the feo simple. | an enquiry as to title, and the order was made accordingly.




