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WILL-CONSTRUCTION--(CAPITAL OF SHAREB UNDIL.POSED OF-SU5'-

PLTING OMISSION BY IMPLICATION-" SURVîVORS OR SUR-

VIVOR-"

In re Mears, Parkerr v. M4ears (1914) 1 Ch. 694. By the will
in question in this ca.se the testator bequ-athed. personal estate
on trust to pay the income thereof to bis three daughters for 111e
anc1 after the decease of any of them leaving issue to pay a third

part of the capital of the trust fund to ber children, and in thet
eve'nt af any of his daughters dying wýithout issue, the survivor or
survivors wcre to take ber share of the incarne for life, and in
case ail of bis daughters should die without leaving issue the
capital of the trust furad was to he divided among bis next of kmn.
What happened was tliat one daughter died lea-ving issue to wbom -

one-third of the capital ivas paid, then the other twa died without

issue and it will be seen this contingency was flot provided for.
It was conten(led on behaîf rf tFe children of the daughter who
lfrt issue that the Court ought to hold that hy implication the
two-thirds of the capital were liequeathed to those ebjîdren, but

Eve. J., held that there was an intestacy as ta the' two-thirds.

I)LSCOV0ýERY-PATENT-INFR-INGEMZdNT-N"AMES 0F NIANUFACTUR-

ERS OF INFRINGING ARTICLES.

O.srai Lamp IV'orks v. Gabriel Lainp Co. (1914) 1 Ch. 699.
hI tijis case which was au~ action for the infringernent of the plain-t

tiff's patent, the plaintiffs sought to obtain from the defendant-,
hy wav of discovery, information as* ta the persons; to whon) they
had sold alleged infringements of the patent in question and of

the persans ly v-crn such alleged irfringcr.nents werc manu-
faetured. Tht' application was for a further and better answer t
to these intcrroaMorir's andi was di.smissed bw Eve.. J, who said,
"It is Iegitimatv te save labour andi expense by means of interro-

gatoiiî?s directed tc o5tain admissions of fact which the party
intcrrogating must prove in or(ier ta estahËbhbis case; it is flot l

legitimate whcre the admissions sough, relate ta facts which it
is not incumbent on the interrogating party ta provt', but which,
if proved, may assist him in preving those facts on the' proof which
bis rîght ta relief depends."

I'RA(-rICE-FoRIC.N FIRM--SUING FORZIGN FIRM IN FIRM'S NAME

--SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION-ORD. xlviii A. R. 1-
(ONr. RULEs 25, 100, 101.)

Von JJellfieldl v. Rechnitzer 1914)> 1 Ch. 748. In this case the[
plaintiff supt1, amnong other, a French fi carryiîî4 on buisiness


