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that she will act

justly to our children in
dividing the same

when no longer required
by her.” The Privy Council held that the
wife took an absolute interest. In their judg-
ment their Lordships say: “Considering the
nature of the property, which includes a num-
ber of articles as to some of which the use is
equivalent to the consumption ; to the nature
of the first gift, which, although not expressed
in terms to be an absolute gift, is quite un-
limited, and is legally an absolute gift ; and
and to the fact that the first gift is only cut
down by words which do not constitute a
direct gift, but are to operate through an
influence upon the consicience and feelings
of the wife, their Lordships cannot come to
any other conclusion than that the testator
intended his wife to use the property accord-
ing to her requirements.

That is equivalent
to a absolute gift.”

And more generally :
“Their Lordships are of opinion that the
current of decisions now prevalent for many
years in the Court of Chancery shews that
if the doctrine of precatory trusts were ap-
plied to the present case it would be extended
far beyond the limits to which any previous
case has gone. No case has been cited, and
probably no case could be cited, in which the
doctrine of precatory trusts has been held to
prevail when the property said to be given
over is only given when no lon
by the first taker.

with respect to th

ger required
Now these rules are clear

e doctrine of precatory
trusts, that the words of gift used by the tes-

tator must be such that the Court finds them
to be imperative on the first taker of the
property, and that the subject of th
must be well defined and certain.”

The remaining July numbers of the Law
Reports which remain for service, consist of

9Q B. D.p 113
20 Ch. D. }. 229-441.
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AWARD AND SATISFACTION-——I)ELIVERY o CHEQUE.

In the first of these, the first case which
requires mention is Goddard v, O’ Brien, p.
37- In this case, A. being indebted to B. to

7P. D.p. 101117 and-

{

;E. Dancy J. H. Ingersoll, H.

the amount of £125, for goods izli
livered, gave B. a cheque for £to accept 1
on demand, which B. agreed hether this
satisfaction. The questior.l was'W

was a good award and sansfactloﬂl;e C
negative side, it was argued that ¢ it, C.Jo mn
within the rule laid down by Brget’)t js not
Cumber v. Vane, Str. 426, that 2 of equal
satisfied by a receipt of a security jonal
degree for a smaller sum. h

Court, however, held in favour O.f ulty aros®
tive.  Grove, J. says :—* The diffic vy, Vant
from the rule laid down in Cumber l;aliﬁed'
But that doctrine has been much d r-ruled-
and I am not sure that it has been O‘;;e judg”
In Sibree v. Tyipp, 15 M. & W. *3.B,, and
ments of Parke and Aldernon, - inion.”
strong expressions of a contrary OPreCeive
And he adds, «to say that you may chattels
something which is not money ”ahat you
for instance, of inferior value ; but td a very
cannot receive money, is to my min ee WhY
singular state of the law. I cannot Sl to 2
the same reasoning should not ?pfi );f the
chattel as to money.” On the subjec musing
state of the law in this respef:t, the jdeﬂ’ -
language of Jessel, M. R., in Coud supat
Bartram, L. R. 19 Ch. D. 399 (HOtZ’/t,yd v
P- 210), may be cited. In GO le can
O Brien, Huddleston, B., says the l.uotf-‘s to
not be better stated than it is in the;d at -
Cumber v. Wane, Smith's 1.. C. 8th Be

366.
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‘The following is the resume of t e, and during
H

of the Benchers on the 27th Jun ity

Trinity Term. Published by author! )g,entleme"
During Trinity Term the fouo.wmg

were called to the Bar, namely : C. W. Qliver,
Mr. J. D. Cameron and Mr-F Bown, C- J-

with honors, and Messrs. J. C. F-

. . Robertsom
Leonard, E. E. Kittson, V. Aw. Hall, R. A-



