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uob raising it sooner; and that, though either
party may by subsequent notice make time of
the essence of the contract, a reasonable time
must be allowed, which had not been done.
Tho decree limited objections to title to those
made in a letter of June 14, 1863, accompanied
by an opinion of counsel, and accepting the
title, subject thereto.—MecMurray v. Spicer,
Law Rep. 5 Eq. 529,
Sravp,

By the 17 & 18 Vic. cap. 83, sec. 5, no per-
son shall be entitled to rccover in an action
brought on any foreign bill of exchange, unless

- it had the stamp required by the act upon it at
the time it was transferred to him. In such an
action, the plaintiff could not remember whe-
ther the bill was stamped when he received if,
but it was so when produced at thetrial. Held,
prima facie evidence that the act had been
complied with. — Bradlaugh v, De Rin, Law
Rep. 8 C. B. 286.

Srarore oF Fravps.—See Davaces, 2;

Perrorvaxce, 4; Trusr, 1.

SPECIFIC

Srarvre or LuMrrarions.—See Lamrrarroxs, Sra-
TUTE OF.
Srorrace v TrANSITU,

Goods were shipped by A. in Calcutta to B.

in England. B. pledged the bill of lading to C.,
and afterwards became bankrupt., On the arri-
val of the ship in which the goods were, C.
obtained from the ship’s brokers, on payment
of the freight, an overside order for the detivery
of the goods. This order was presented to the
officer of the ship, who promised C. should
have the goods as soon as they could be got at.
Before the ship brokebulk, A, forbade the deli-
very of the goods, [Held, that A, had not lost
his right of stoppage in transitu. The goods
were not brought into the possession, actual or
constructive, of B. by the promise to ¢, After
satisfying C.,, A. had a right to the surplus pro-
ceeds, as against the assignees in bankruptey of
B.—Coventry v. Gladstone, Law Rep. 6 Eq. 44.

poses other than for his ewn benefit, and, either
expressly or by implication, promises so to
apply it, and it is left to him on the faith of
that promise, it is a case of trust, and the
devisee cannot set up the Statute of Frauds.
Decree of the Master of the Rolls reversed on
the evidence.—Jones v. Budley, Law Rep. 3
Ch. 362.

2. It having been keld, reversing the decision
of the First Division of the Court of Session,
that the appellants were entitled to the fee
simple of certain lands by a devise to charit-
able uses, two hundred years before, and not
only to a rent charge of a certain sum, it was
further Jeld, that the respondent having ac-
knowledged the trust, and the guestion heing
only as to its extent, the question of prescription
did not arise.— University of Aberdeen v. Irvine,
Law Rep. 1 H. L. Se. 289,

3. By a marriage settlement, made in 1821,
stock belonging to the wife was assigned to B.
and another, in trust for the separate use of
the wife for life, remainder to the husband for
life; remainder, in default of children of the
marriage, to B. The trustees neglected to have
the stock transferred to them, and in 1822 the
husband and wife sold it, and the former took
the proceeds. B. died in 1829, the husband in
1858, and the wife in 1864, There were no
children. In 1866, B.’s executors claimed the
trust fund from the husbands’ estate. Held,
that the claim was not barred by the Statute
of Limitations (which did not begin to run
until 1864), nor by B.’s acquiescence, His
cognizance of the misapplication of the trust
funds eould not be inferred from his having
taken no step, for eight years, to sccure them,
Any other cestui que trust could have compelled
the husband’s estate to refund; and the fact
that B. was also a trustee did not change the
case.~—Dutler v, Carter, Law Rep. 5 Eq. 276.

See Bavkrr; LiMiTATions, StATUrE oF, 3
Wiiis, 6, 8.

Urrra VIRES,

TeNant v CommoN.—See WrL, 6,
Trvu,—See SrECIFIC PERFORMANCE, 3, 4.
TRIAL BY JURY.

1. In October, 1864, the defendant company,

The defendant to a bill for an injunction to
protect a logal right, viz., a patent, cannot
claim a trial by jury as a matter of right.
Before St. 21 & 22 Vie. ¢. 27, and 25 & 26 Vie,
¢. 42, such cases were sent to be tried atlaw,
not to obtain a jury trial, but because the judg-
ment of a common law court was required.
Bovill v. Hitchcock, Law Rep. 3 Ch. 417.

Trust.

1. When a person knows that a testator in-

tends certain property to be applied for pur-

having borrowed all the money (£60,000) which
it was empowered to, issued a debenture for
£500 to W, Later in the same year, seventeen
similar debentures were satisfied by a sale of
goods on execution. February, 1865, the
directors re-issued four debentures for £500 to
E., in return for his check for £1,000, and an
overdue Lloyd’s bond for £1,000, March, 1865,
they redssued ten more debentures for £500,
to K., for cash; and in July, 1865, they issned
one for £1,000 to L., under an agreement for
the hire of engines. By §§ 89, 40 of the Com.



