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Taking up the cases in the Chancerv Divi-
sien, the firet that ca//s for notice is In re Pa:'ry

.and Daggs, 31 Chy. D. 130,which was an appli-
cation under the Vendor and Purchaser Act.
The question stîbmîtted fer the consideration of
the Court was the effect of a wil/, whereby the
testator clevised real estate to his son and bis
heirs; and theu dec/ared that in case bis said
son should die without leaving lawftî/ issue,
then, and in sticb case, the estate shou/ld go, tu
bis son s next heir-at-law, to .vhom he gave and
devised the saie accordingly. The son hav-
ing nu living issue, contracted tc, sett the estate
to Daggs, who objected that hie was tenant in
fee simple, subjeot to an executory duvise
overon his death without issue, but Bacon. V.C.,
he/d hc was tenant in fée, and that the devise
over was repugnant and void: and this deci
sien w~as afirmed by the Court of Appeat.
Fry, L.j., 'vho de/ivered the judgiment cf tbe
latter Court, held that thte deviie aver was an
attempt te tender the estate inalienable in thte
bands of t/te son, ,wtoai tenant ini tee, and %vas
an il/egal device, and therefere veid. He surns
tip the conclusion cf thte Court as fo/lows:

In the present ease the testater's son is devis-es
in fee, and on bis death, ejîher ontet bfis issue will

h hs lisir, or saie one e/se. If his ho/r/ bis issue,
such issue wvill take under thte original devise, and
thte gift over does not -trite: i f bis hoir be some one
net h/s iss4ue, snicb heir would talie erquatly undor
thte Original devise, antI under the g/ft over; se that
the eperation cf the gift over, if it ho valiti, is net
te alter the devo/etion of the e4ýýate, butt on/y te
fetter t/te Power of aliention c/urifig the lifet/me cf
the sou. That ýýas an i//ega] dci-ice. andI conse-
quent/y the gift Over is% void.
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lt re Gar,îes, Garnes v. APPlii, 31 ChY. D.
147, was e suit for an accutit algainst a trustee
who liad received înoney.s cf the trust %i//ist
an infant, and the question was simip/y as te
the preper forirnic the juidgnient in SLch a
case. Bacon, V.C., considered the accout
sheuld te /imited te moneys and properties
received silice t/te trustes attaitied twenty-one.
But the Court cf Appeal, wîthout detormining
any question as te t/to lia/t/lit>' of the trustee
for bis receipts befere ho attainetI twenty-one,
zlirected theo judgnient te be varied by direct-
Inég the accolint te he tak-en cf a/il ioncys and
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property of thc trust received by the trustee
in question, and of bis dealitigs and tranq.
actions ini respect of the sanie, and an inquiry
au tu the dates of, and circumstances attend.
ing, snob receipts, dealings and transactifns.
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Bickertonj v. Walker, 31 Cby. D. 151, is an
important decision of the Court of Appeal, and
illustrates the importance whiob is attached
to a receipt for the consideration endorsed on
a deed. On the luth Fcb., 1879, the plaintiffs
mortgaged to B. for £25o their equitable in-
tereats in a sumn of stock. H3y the mortgage
deed they acknowledged the receîpt of L25o,
and they aise signed a receipt therefor en-
dorAsed on the niertgage deed. B. actually
advanced ouil), £9t. On iith March, z879,
fi. transferred the riiortgage te M-., who gave
fu/l value for it as a mortgage for £25o, and
bad no notice that the plaintiffs hiad net re-
ceived that sin. The plaintiffs brought the
action, claiming to redeem on payaient of £g',
but Baccri, V.-C., held that H. was entitted te
hold the niortgage as security for £25o, and
the Court cf Appeal affirmed his decision. A
passage froni the judgnient cf the Court, de.
livered hy Fry, L.J., may be useful. After
comînenting on the ordinary ru/e that a pru-.
dent assignee of a mortgage before paying his
nioney requires the concurrence cf the mort.
gager, cr seine information fromn hini u te the
state of the accounits between him and thke
înortgagee, and on the fact that ini the present
case the assignment cf the mortgage was taken
very short/y afterî ils date, and before any
nioney had become due on it, and that the
assgnee if hie chose tu run the risk of ne sub-
sequent payment having been mnade, cou/d net
be considered guilty of negligence in giving
credence te the selewn assurance under the
hand and geai cf the rnortgagor, and aise to
his recelpt, endersed on the nîortgage, that
the fulI ameunt cf the niortgage money had
been received, goes on te say at p. x5q:

The preence of a recelpt endorsed upon the deed
fer the fult amount of the consideration inoney bas
always been considered a highly important circn-
stance. The importance attac/ied to this circurm-
stance seemas at first sight a lttie rcmarkable, when
it ta remeînbared that the dePd almost always con-
tains a receipt, and often a release under t/he hand
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