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T. Metrcioan Board of Works, L. R. 8 C.
P.(Ex. Ch.) 191 ; s. c. L. R. 7 C. P. 508 ; 7

A&n. La'w Rev. 508.
See I3ÂNXRUPTCY, 5 ; PRESCRIPTION ; RAIL-

WÀY ; RESERvÂTION ; SPECIALTY DEBT.

À8 l&etter of orders naer teseal of a bishop
C.22. R
See RE&szRVATION ; USES, STATUTE 0F.

»)IURRIL-SeS DISCOVERtY, 1;
STÂTUTE 0F, 1.

1)"IÀToN, S URNE,1

FRAUDe,

1.- A testator gave the residue of hia' estate
trust " for my nephews and nieces livig,

aud the issue of any of my nephews and
8lee dead before me." The teâtator had

bhers and sisters, but no nephews and
Ilieces, but there were several nephews and
"'eces of his wife. Held, that the wife's
Ilepbews and nieces were entitled to the gift.

&enat1 v. Mouneford, L. R. 15 Eq.,305.
2. Judgment in AlIgood v. Blake, reported
'English Digest of last number of Arn. Law

Rev., affirmed in 8 Ex. (Ex. Ch.) 160.
3. A testator devised a certain estate to his

8011 J. for life, rernainder to, J. 's chiîdren in
fee, "4and in caue my son J. shall depart this
lufe without leaving Iawful issue" such estate
44 qually betweeii my sons G. and R. in the
8arne mariner as the estates .'iereinafter devised
atre lim-ited to them respectively ;subject
neVertheless to the proviso hereinafter men-
tiOned, in case rny son J. should leave a
'Wlo(w." The testator then devised certain
other estates to G. and R. in identical terms.
Then1 followed this proviso :"'Provided that
11 case any or either of xny said sons shall

depart this l11e lea=gawidow, then 1 give
-the premises s0 seicaly devised to such
Une or more of them dyiïngunto his widcw"
fo]r hife. R. died unmarried. G. died leaving a
Widow, who clainied a lifé estate i4 the moie-
ty of R. 's estate, which had corne to G.
JJeld, (reversing judgment of Ex. Ch., which
reversed judgment of C. P.), that said widow
*88 entitled to a life.estate iu said moiety of
R.'S estate.-Giles v. Melsom, L. R. 6 H. L.
24; B. C. L. R. 6 C. P. (Ex. Ch.) 532 ; L. R.
5 P P. 614 ; 6 Arn. LAw Rev. 294 ; 5 ib. 478.

See CIARITY ; CLASS ; CONDITION ; Evi.
DECE LIMLITATION ; TRusTs ; UNDuE

INF'LUEN.CE ; VESTED INTERESTS.
»I18,cov£y.

.l Bill by reversioner againat tenants hohd-
'unnder an expired lease and underlease,~egng that the defendants were in wrongfui

P038088sion of certain land, and that tliey had
111 their Possession documents which'wouhd
show that said land was included in said lease
aud uliderlease, and praying discovery, and
84,5 alleging collusion between the defendants
to defeat the plaintiff. Demurrer overruled.

B*Own Y Wales, L R. 15 Eq. 142.
2. The court refused to order a solicitor to

d1iS'1ose the addreas of his client who lad
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absconded, for the purpose of enablig the
plaintiff te serve upon the client a subpoen
duces tecum. -Hath Y. Crealock,.L. R 15 Eq.
257.

3. A plaintiff will not be compelled to pro-
duce documents relating to his titie, aud
which le swears do flot contain auything
suppring the defeudant's titie or case to the
best of the plaintiff's knowledge, information,
and belief. Nor correspondence between the
plaintiff and lis predecessors lu titie ànd their
solicitors. having refèrence to questions con-
nected with the rnatters in dispute iu the case.
-Minet v. A'organ, L. R. 8 Ch. 861.

See IýNTERRoGÂToRiEs ; PATENT, 1.
DomicILE.

The oath of the person whose domicile is
iquestion as te lis intention te change his

domicile is not conclusive. Discussion of the
y uestoo ~5 domicile. - Wilson v. Wilson, 2

DituNKEnNEss._SCe WILL, 7.
EÂSEMExT. -See DAmAGEs ; PREscRIPTiON..
ELECTION. -See PARLIAMENTARY LÀw.

EMBEZZLEXENT. I
The captain of a barge, while in the exclu.-

sive service of the owner of the barge, took a
cargo which the owner lad forbidden hlm to
carry, and neyer accouuted for the freigît.
Held, that said captain was not gniltj of em-
bezZlement, as he did not receivç! said freigît
"for, or in the name or ou account of his
master," under 24 aud 25 Vict. c. 96, § 68.-
Regi1na v. Cullum, L R. 2 C. C. 28.

EQUiTy. -Se JUnRISDcTION ; LIMITATIONS,
STÂTUTE 0F; MISTÂKE; POWER, 2 ;
SETTLEMENT, 3 , UNCONSCIONABLE BAR.
GAIN ; VENDOR AND PURCEÂSER, 1.

ESTOrPPEL.
The plaintiff, the executor under a wilh,

gave notice of the existence of the will to the
defendant, the executor under a previns will,
and entered a caveat. Beftire contentious
proceedings the plaintiff withdrew the caveat,
stating to the defendant that he did flot in-
tend to prove the last executed wilh, and that
le was williug tlat administration under the
first executed will should be granted to the
defendant. Subsequenthy the plaintiff ob-
tained a citation calling upon the defeudant
to bring lu the administration, and le filed
bis deciaration setting forth the last executed
Wil-L Held, that the plaintiff wus not estop-
ped from nraintaining the action.-Goddard'
v. Smith, L. R. 3 P. & D. 7.

See LIMITATION.

EvIDENCE.
A testator -gave hegacies to J. B., N1. L., and

J. D. C. W., curates of the T. Clnrch. At the
tiîne of the testator's death, said first two.
persons, together with a third person, were
curates of said church ; but said' J. D.- C. W.
neyer lad been a curate of the churcl.
Held, that evidence to show that it was not
the testator's intention to give a legacY to
said W. was iuadmjsible.-Farrer v. St.


