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used for those purposes. A railway cannot
obstruct the windows of a building adjoining
the raiiway, so as to prevent the owner from
acquiring an adverse right to look across the
railway. An adjoining owner may acquire
land left outside the fence enclosing the rail-
way land, by adverse possession, on the pre-
suniption that the railway lias abandoned it. -
Norton v. Londlon & North- WVe8tera Railway
Co., 9 Cli. D. 623.

2. By the Railway and Canal Traffie Act
(17 & 18 Vict. c. 31, § 2), railway companies
are forbidden to gie any undue or unreason-
able preference or adantae to nfvu
of, any particular person or company," in tlie
inatter of carrying and forwarding freiglit.
Respondent liad a brewery at B. where there
were tliree other breweries. The latter were
connected witli the M. railway. Respondent's
was not. In order to get some of tlie freiglit
froin the tliree breweries away from the.M.
railway, tlie appeliant railway carted their
,goods f rom the breweries to its freiglit depot,
free of cliarge, and stili made a profit on the
wliole transportation. The appellant made à
cliarge to the respondeut and ail others for the
sanie service. IIel, that this was an " undue
preference " within the act, and the respondent
couid recover in an action for money had and
received, what lie liad paid under protest for
such cartagfe. - Th London &t Nort/h- WeAtern
Bailwaty Co. v. Evershedl, 3 A pp. Cas. 1029;
S. c. 2 Q.- B. 1). 254 ; 3 Q. B. i). 134.

See EVIDENCE, 1 ; INJUJNCTIONý, 2.

RESIDUE.-See WILL, 3.

REvERSION.-See MORTGAOE,12,

SALE.
1. Shares were sold by auction August 1.

Under the conditions of sale, twenty per cent
of the price was paid down. The transfer was
to lie made August 29, and the balance paid,
" &when and wliere the purchases are to be com-
pleted, and in thus respect time shall be of the
essence of the contract. " If a purchaser failed
to " complete the purcliase on August 29, " the
deposit money was to be forfeited. Angnst
28, a dividend was deciared. Hel, to belong
to the purchaser. -Black v. Homtieî-8ham, 4 Ex.
24.

2. C. & Co., furniture (lealers, delivered
furniture to R. under this agreement: R. was
to pay C. &. Co. £10 down, and £5 on the
fourth of each succeeding montli, and aise9 gve
C. & Co.. lis promissory notes as coilateal
security for the above payments, without pre-
judice to C. & Co.'s titie. If C. & Co. removed
the furniture, the notes were to be given up.
R. was to pay the rent on the premises wliere
the furniture was kept, promptly, and not re-
move, seli, or enicumber the goods. If the
notes were not paid when due, C. & Co. could
remove the goode, and R. forfeited what he
had paid, without reniedy. On payment by
R. of the full agreed value of the fnrniture £45,
as aforesaid, the gooda were to become his
property. Otherwise, and until then, they
reniained the property of C. & Co. and were
simply on lire to R. R. filed a petition in

liquidation, and C. & Co. removed the goods,
and the trustees cIaimed tbem. Held, that
the agreement wa% not a bill of sale, and hence
did flot require to, be registered, and C. & Co,
were entitled.-Ex paerte Craweour. In re
Robert8on, 9 Ch. D. 419.
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SÂLVAG'E.
The Oteopatra, buit for conveying the obe.

lisk Cleopatra's Needle f rom Egypt to London,
was abandoned in the Bay of Biscay, and was,
found on lier beam ends by the steaniship
Fîtzmaurice, and towed safeiy into the port of
Ferrol. The court, by consent, fixcd the value
of the property saved at £25,000, and awarded
£2,000 salvage, giving £1,200 to the owner,
£250 to the master, and the balance to the
crew, according to their rank and their services
as salvors. -T7he (ileopatra, 3 P. D. 145.

SEIsîN.
In 1864, R. died intestat,3, being seised in

fee of freehold houses. A., lis sole heiress at
law, did not enter in possession, but R. 's
widow, under colotir of a pretended wiil, un-
lawfully entered and remained in possession
titi 1869, wlien slue died, having devised the
estates to the defendants, who entered and
remaiuied fromn that time in posse8sîon. A.
died in 1871, and, by wîll dated in 1870, de-
vised to plaintiff "ail real estate (if any) of
which 1 may die seised" must be construed
technically, and as the testatrix had not seisin
at the.time of ber death, the plaintiff could
flot recover.-Leach v. Jay, 9 Ch. D. 42 ; s. c.
6 Ch. D. 496.

SET-OFF.
H., by will dated in 1862, left E. property.

H. (lied in 1875. A week before lier deatli, E.
had been adjudged bankrupt. He owed Il. a
delit contracted in 1869. Held, that there
could be no set-off, but the whole of the legacy
muet be turned over to the trustees in bank-
ruptcy. -Inz re Hodg8on, Ilodgson v. Foxc, 9 Ch.
673.

SETTLEMENT.
1. lu an antenuptial settiement, H., the in-

tending husband, made a covenaut that, in
case, during the joint lives of himself and his
intended wife, "any future portion, or real or
personal estate" should corne to, or devolve
upon lier or him in lier riéht under a certain
will nam ed, or any other wxli, donation, or set-
tliment, or in any other manner, " whether in
Possession, reversion, remainder, contingency,
or expectancy,"' the husband and ail other nec-
cessary parties would concur with the wife in
ail reasonable acta to settie "a Il such future
Portion, real or personal estate," according to
the settiement then being made. The intended
wife wua entitled, at that time, contingently
on the happening of two eventu, to a fund,
under the will named. These two events hap-
pened during the coverture; but the fund was
flot reduced to possession until after lier (leath.
Held, reversiug the decision Of MALINS, V. C.,
that it waa not governed by the covenant in
the settlement.-ln re MictelIa Tru4t8, 9 eh..
D. 5 ; s. c., 6 Ch. D. 618.
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