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sel1 and re-invest. The vvife appointed the
lands as ta fonr-flfths upon trust for four of
the ehildren of A. in fec; and as ta ona-fifîli
for another chuld cf A. for life, and after bis
decease for thec tour flrst named in fac; the
child lest naecd was of unisound mind, but nef
sa foutud hy inquisition. Held, that the trus-
tees stili bcd the pawer ta salI and re-invesf.
-In re Brown's Seutlement, L. Lt. 10 Eq. 349.

2. F, by will gave bis praperty ta trusttes,
upon trust ta raisa £500 for sncb persans as
bis dlaugliter M. sliould appoint b>' will, and
ta hold the residue upon trust for sncb cf bis
other chuldren in snch. shares as M should
appoint b>' will. M. b>' will gave aIl lier real
and personal estafe, Ilwhatsoaver and where-,
saser, and of 'which 1 bave an>' power ta
appoint or dispose of tbis my> wilI" ta lier
brathers. ta convart and ouf of the procceds
ta pay bier dclii , and as to the surplus upon
tinsts in favor of lier brothars aud sister.
M.'s debts dîd flot excead £600. ld, that
botb the gencral and special pswer wera wel
exes cisd -erries' v. Joy, L. Rt. 10 Eq. 660.

3. B>' a marriage settiement property wns
settled aon trust for E., flic wifa, for lita, and
&fter lier decease for sncb cf the chiîdreti cf
marriage, witli sncb pravisoes and conditions
as she sliould appoint. She appointcd ane-
flftli cf thie trust fonds in trust te ber daugliter
F. for lite, for bar separate use, Ilsad so that

a shaîl nat bave powter ta deprive hersait-
iliereof b>' anticipation," aud efter ber decase,
for sucb persans as she sluould appoint. E
died. lieUl, that flic restraint npon anticipa-
tion violated the ruie against perpetuities and
was void, but the test of the appointmient was
,alid.- In re T'egue's ScUlement, L. R. 10
Eq. 564.

&eC CONFIDENTIAL RELATION ; EXrsseouVsse-
MENT.

YtAÂcTies.-Sce ACTION; PRiNcipAL AND AoazNr,2.
PaEs'EnsNCE.-See ECUTOa, 1.
PgESURPTION.-See BtLLs AND NOT&S, 1; RFvo-

CATION ; TRusT.
PfiiNCIP,%u. AND AGENT.

1. The defendant ensployed thse plaintiffs,
tallow-brokers, fa purchase 60 tans et tallow
fer him. The plaintiffs lisving othar arders,
moade contracte in their ostu naines for the
aggrcgate quant il> ordered, which was the
sisual course cf busiess, and sent fthc defeud-
*ut a bouglit note signed b>' thymn as lirokers
for 60 tans, Il Bought for yor awu account."
Thse defasidant s'efused tea ccepf fthe tshlow.
Ileld (b>' BOVtLL, C. J», aud MONTAoUr SMITHs,
J.), that tbe defendant iras hcund b>' the usage,

aithouigl nlot aware of it, and was liable for
the tallow; held (b>' WiLLEs and KicATJNOi,J.),
that the plaintiffs were autborized ta buy for
the defendant and flot f0 salI ta him, ûnd that
the enstom could flot change the character of
the, transaction-Mollet v. Roinon, L. Lt. 6
C. P. 616.

2. S. was an attorney' practising under the
nsine of S. & C. ; C., ase an attorney, was
bis clerk et a salary, but nat a partuer. The
defendant employed the firni anld was liable ta
thein for a bill of coets. The jury féand that
C. had autborised S. to contract in behaif of
both, and that ha lad so cantracted. IIe 1d,
that S. being the real principal zeiglt se
alane for the bill of costea-Spur v. Cass, L. R.
5 Q. Bi 656

3. The defenidants were frustees under a
a creditor's deed executed by P,, a dehtor, b>'
'whicb P. was ta carry an bie business un 1cr
their superîntendence, and pa>' over ill bis
gains ta the plaintifl'., who weekly paid ta blm
mone>' for the dishursatuents of the e'isuiog
week ; lie had no actual authorit>' ta pledge
their credit. The plaintiffs furnisbed goods
upon P.'s order. H3eld, that under the deed
the relation cf principal and agent did flot
exist as ta tlic business, and that the defend-
ants were nofe bet aseIrs v. Barker,
L. R, 6 0. P. 1.

4 The defendant wrote ta the plaintiffd ta
send a sample, rifle. and that hie miglit veant
fifty. Afterwards the defendant sent by tels-
grapli a message to send fliree rifles. The
telegrapli clark b' inistake telegraphcd the
word -'the" inqtead cf Il three," and the
plaintiffs sent flfty ridles ; the defeudoofs re-
fused ta accapt mare than three. Id, thut
flic defendant was tnat responsihle for the
claî'k's mistake, and ihat thera was fio cotetrc
for more thau three rifle8.-Heskel v. Pape,
L. R. 6 Exý 7.

See AsVTION ; NIA$TER AND) SERVANT, 1,
PaîiviLsua.

A SahicitoT onL exanuinatian. Was asked,
"Wbere is J. C. rcaiding at present?" Th@

witniess dechincd ta ansiver the question, lie-
cause lia was the sahiciter of J. C , and has
residance camne ta the witnea5s's knowledge in
bis professional capacity, and ia flie course
and in consequence of hie proféaionp.l empla>'-
ment, and in fia other way. HeUd, that the
wituesg was not privilegad frora an8wcrtng,
the fact not having been communicated for.
the purposa of ohtaining prafossional. assis-
tancc, -Ex paee Camnpbell, L. Rt. 6 Ch. 703.

See SLANDOEU.
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