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with tbe costs of the executors, muet be paid

by the residuary legatee.-Spencer v. Ward,

L. R. 9 Eq. 607.

5. A testatrix gave an annuity of £40 to I.

in a certain contingenCy; she also bequeatbed
te I. a legacy of £30. In a codicil she said,

"And I increase the immédiate annuity of

£30, left by my vili to I., to an annuity of

£50."1 Held, that I. took an annuity of £50,
instead of the legaoy of £30.-Ives v. Dodg8ofl,

L. R. 9 Eq. 401.

6. A testator devised to trustees, upon trust

te permit hie brothen-in-iaw, H. M., and ai1

his brothers and sisters, to enjoy tbe rents and

profits, in equal shanes for their lives, vith

benefit of survivonsihip wbers any of tbom, died

without leaving oilîdren; but vhsre any of

them died leaving cblidren, then upon trust to

let such children bave tbeir parents' sbare of

the rents and profits. One brother of tbe

testator died before tbe date of the wiul, leav-

ing children; Il. M., and one sister and one

brother, died aften the date of the viii and

before the death of the testator, aIl leaving

children ; five brothers and one sister survived

the testator, Held, that the chidren of H.

M. and the brother and sister who vers living

st the date of the will, were entitled to shares

in the rente and profits, but that tbe children

of the brother wbo died before the date of- the

Wili were excluded.-flaber9ham v. Ridekalgh,

L. R. 9Eq 395.

7. A testator bequeathed to trustees aIl his

personal estate, "s ave and excepi the sum of

£500 payable at my deatb, under a poiicy of

insurance, to my vifs Hannah Hall, and to

wbicb sbe le absolutely entitled under tbe

said policy." The only policy of insurance

possessed by the testator vas payable to bim-

self and bis reprssentatives b is wife bad no

interest in it Held, that the £500 payable

under the policy vas given by implication to

the wife-Iall v. Leilch, L, R. 9 Eq. 376.

S . A bequest of Ilone-fifth part of my re-
Bid uary estate unto eaeh of my two sons James

Clark and Charles Clark absolutely, and to be

paid and transfenned 10 tbem respectiveîY or

to euch of them as shahl be living at the time

cf the decease of my said wife," is oquivaienlt

î te a bequest of tvo-fiftbs t0 the twO sons

*qualiy, or to snob s bail ho living at tbe

death of tbe vifei;- and Charlesi Clark baving

died vitbout issue in bier lifetimel, James

Clark was beld te ho .ntitled te the two-fiftbs

upon bier deoease.-ll re Ccrks Tmt L. R.

9 Eq. 378.

9. In 1811 the Duchees of Buccleugb mnade

88sttlemeut of the Cardigan familY Plate uIpon
trust for Robert, Eari of Cardigan, durinq bis

ife, and after bis decease for James Thomas,
Lord ]Brudenoîl, oniy son and heir apparent of

said Robert, during bis life, and after hie

deceas-3 fcq tbe firat son of said James Thomas;
Lord Brudeneil; provided, that if sucb finit
son should die under twenty.one, witbout leay-
ing issue maie living at bis deceasge, then in
trust for the other sons of said James ThomaI,
Lord Brudeneîl, sueeessiveiy ; but if said
James Thomas, Lord Brudeneil, sbould baYe
no sons, or ail sbouid die under twenty-one,
without issue maie living at their decease, thea
in trust for the other sons of Robert, Banl of
Cardigan, successlveiy; and if thons should not
be any son of said Robert, Eanl of Cardigan,
or of the said James Thomas, Lord Brudeneli,
'who should live to attain twenty-one, or bould
dis under that age ieaving issue maie living at
bis death, then in trust for said Duchess of
Buccieugb, bier exeoutors, &c. The only s0oLn

of Robent, Banl of Cardigan, was James
Thomas, Lord Brudeneil, who attained twenty-

one, and died without issue. Held, tbat the
failure of sons of Robert, Banl of Cardigan,
msntioned in the settlement, meant tbe failuro

of such sons as vers before mentioned, and
that upon the death of James Thomas, Lord

Brudensîl, vithout issus, tbe limitation to the

Duchegs of Buocleugh took effect -Cardigan
v. Curzon-Howe, L. R. 9 Eq. 858.
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CONTRAOT.
1. The defendant ordered of tbe Plaintifs

"a small cargo" of latb wood, -in *Ii abolit

suxt7 cubie fathoms,"e and the plaintifs aocePt..

ed the orden. The plaintifs chartered 8, vessel

and loaded bier for the defendant'à Port with

eighty-three fathoms of iatbwood; on hor

arrivai the plaintifs' agent @et apant the

amount of the defondaflt'O ondor, but the de-

fendant vould not acopt"t. lu an action for

non-accept&nce, /Add (Marin, B., dissenting),

tbat the word "cagrgo", moant the vhoie Joad-

ing of the ship, asud that tbereforo tbe plaintlht
had flot completed the defeudant's ordr.-

Rreuge.r v. Blalck, L. R. 6 Ex. 179.
2. A buildig eontract provided thst th*

vork sbould bo completed by Oct. 2, 1868, but

that if by certain contingeucies the oontra4it
ahould in the opinion of the arohiteet bave boom
unduiy delayed, It sholuid be lawful for t$.


