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Dicrst or Excuisu Law Rerorrs.

sell and re-invest. The wife appointed the
lands as to four-fifths upon trust for four of
the children of A. in fee; and as to one-fifth
for another child of A. for life, and after his
decease for the four first named in fee; the
chitd last named was of unsound mind, but not
so found by ivquisition. Held, that the trus-
tees still had the power to eell and re-invest,
—1In re Brown's Settlement, L. R. 10 Eq. 849,
2. F. by will gave his property to trustees,
upon trust to raise £500 for such persouns as
bis daughter M. should appoint by will, and
to hold the residue upon trust for such of his
other children in such shares as M should
appoint by will. M. by will gave all her real
and personal estate, * whatsoever and where-.
soever, and of which I have any power to
appoint or dispose of this my will” to her
brothers, to convert and out of the proceeds
to puy her debts, and as to the surplus upon
trusts in favor of her brothers and sister.
M.’s debts did not exceed £500. Held, that
both the general and special power were well
exerciscd. — Ferrier v, Jay, L. R. 10 EBq. 660.
3. By a marriage settlement property was
settled apon trust for E., the wife, for life, and
after her decease for such of the children of
marriage, with such provisces and conditions
a8 she should appoint. She appointed one-
fifth of the trustfunds in trust to her daughter.
F. for life, for her separate use, * and so that

she shall uvot have power to deprive herself-

thereof by anticipation,” and after her decease,
for such persons as she should appoint. E.
died. Held, that the restraint upon anticipa~
tion violated the rule against perpetuities and
was void, but the rest of the appointment was
valid.— In re Teague's Settlement, L. R, 10
Eq. 564. )

See CoNriveENTIAL REvnation ; ExmiNcuiss-
MENT.
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PrererENcE.—See Exrcuror, 1.

Paesumprion.~See BinLs anp Norss, 1; Revo-
catioN; Trusr.

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT.

1. The defendant employed the plaintiffs,
tallow-brokers, to purchase 50 tons of tallow
for him, The plaintiffs having other orders,

“wmade contracts in their own names for the
sggregate quantity ordered, which was the
qsual course of basiness, and sent the defend-
snt a bought note signed by them as brokers
for 50 tons, ¢ Bought for your own sccount.”
The defendant refused to sceept the tallow.
Held (by Boviz, C. J., and Monradus Sumirs,
3.), that the defendant was bound by the usage,

Priviveae.

although not aware of it, and was liahle for
the tallow ; keld (by Witngs and Keaving, JJ.),
that the plaintiffs were authovized to buy for
the defendant and not to sell to him, and that
the custom could not change the character of
the transaction—Molleit v. Robinson, L. R. b
C. P. 646,

2. 8. was an attorney practising under the
name of 8. & C.; C., also an . attorney, was
his clerk at a salary, but not a partner. The
defendant employed the firm and was liable to
them for a bill of costs. The jury found that
C. had aathorised 8. to contract in behalf of
both, and that he bad so contracted. Heid,
that 8. being the real principal might sue
alone for the bill of costs.—Spur v. Cass, L. R.
5Q. B. 656

3. The defendants were trustees under a
a creditor’s deed executed by P., a debtor, by
which P. was to carry on his business nnler
their superintendence, and pay over all his
gains to the plaintiffs, who weekly paid to him
money for the disbursements of the ensuing
week ; he had wo actual authority to p]edge
their credit. The plaintiffs furnished goods
upon P.s order. Held, that under the deed
the relation of principal and sgent did not
exist as to the business, and that the defend-
ants were not liable.— Easterbrook v. Barker,
LR6CPIL

4 The defendant wrote to the plaintifis to

send a sample rifte, and that he might want

fifty. Afterwards the defendant sent by tele-
graph a meseage to send three ritles. The
telegraph clerk by mistake telegraphed the
word *‘the’’ instead of ¢ three,” and the
plaiatiffa sent fifty rifies; the deferdants re-
fused to accept more thaa three. Held, that

_the defendant was not responsible for ‘the

clerk’s mistake, and that there was no coutract
for more than three rifles.—Henkel v. Pape,
L. R 6Ex 7.

See AorioN; MASTER axp SsrvanT, 1.

A solicitor on examinstion was asked,
«« Where is J. C. residing at present?” The
witness declined to answer the guestion, be-
cause he was the solicitor of J. O, and his
residence came to the witness’s kuowledge in
his professional capacity, and in the course
and in consequencs of his professional employ-
ment, asd in no other way. Held, that the
witness was not privileged from answeriag,
the fact not having been communicated for
the purpose of obtaining professional assis-
tance. — Bz parte Campbell, L. R. 6 Ch. 703,

See SnaxpazR.



