
DIGEST 0F ENGLIsH LAw REPORT-S.

the goods locked Up in them, and de-
scribing, the contents as unknown, with-
holds from the bidders ail knowledge of
tbe character or value of trie contents, and
clearly was not within the meaning of
the law which directs the manner of sale.
This manner of selling goods of any value
is unjust to the owner. Lt is no answer
for a corporation to say that by this
method its sales in the aggregrate produce
quite as large a sum as if the articles wcre
exposed to view. The company may not
suifer, yet great injustice be done to the
owner of valuable goods. There is no
just reason why bis goods should be sold
at a sacrifice, to enable the almost worth-
less property of another to be sold for
more than its value. Such a mode of
selling is unj ust to the bidders ; generally
they will not stand upon equal ground.
The strong probability is, that the con-
tents will be known to one or more of the
agents, and ail packa ges that are really
valuable will be struck down at low
prices to some one acting in the interest
of tbe knowing agent. ln this very case,
the evidence shows that the contents of
the trunks were actually examined by
:)ne of the agents of the compnny before
the sale, yet each was sold as contents
unknown for a few dollars. "-Central
Lauv Journal.

D IGEST 0F THE ENGLLSH- LAW REPORTS

FOR NOVEMBER, DECEMBER, AND

JANUARY, 1874-5.

Froîn the American' Law' Revieui.

AcrIoN.-Se COVENANT.

ADEMPTION.

1. For the purpose of raising the presump-
tion tbat a legacy is ademned, it is not incum-
bent ulion tbe pet-son who alleges a satisfac-
tion to sbow anytbingr more than tbat the
testator, baving gi yen a lcgacy of a certain
amouint, afterwards iii bis lifetinie gave the
legatee a suin of mnoney-tbe nature of the
two gifts not being, so different as to rebut
the presuînption. -See H ALL, V. C., iii L-ighb-
ton v. Leighton, L. R. 18 Eq. 458.

2. A testatrix bequeathed to M. " the suin
of tbree tbousand potinds invested in Indian
secuirity." At thie date o! lier will the testa-
trix held certain Indian securities, whicb. wei-e

IN subsequieltly paid off and tbe proceeds in-
vested in otber ways, so tbat at ber deatb
sbe had no Indian securities. Held, that the
legacy was not uiÂemed.-3fittoa v. Mytton,
L. R. 19 Eq. 30.

ADULTERY.-SCe DIVORc, 2.

ALL0TMFENT.-SCe COMPANY, 2.

ANCIENT Lrnîur.

Adding to tbe dimensions of ancient 1ightà4
or making new windows in close proXi1lîlit
to sucli liglits, does not of itself deprive tl
owner of the easement of bis right to an -n
junction restraining an obstruction to bis
ancient ligbts.

In considering an injury to an ancient
light, the Court will consider to what; Pur'
pose the room in which. is the liglit 5o«y
thereafter be used, as well as the purpose for
which it is then being used.

Where an action could be sustained for Ob-
struction to -ancient lights and considerable
damlages recovered, the Court will generalY
grant au injiunction restraining sncb obstfle'
tion.-See Aynsley v. Glover, L. R. 18 Eý'
544.

ANNUITY.

1. A testator charged two annuities Up<)IX
the corpus of certain estates, but added a Pro'
viso that, if the surplus retuts of said estatesq
after paying certain charges, sbould be j115f

ficient to, pay said annuities, then the fi-st
annuitv shiouldi abate in favour of the seconld.
Held, tbiat said annuities were a cbarge i1PO"
the corpus of said estates, ntihtni'
said proviso. -Pearson v. Helliiwell, L. IR-1
Eq. 411.

2. A testator bequeatbed. to bis wife "1
annnity of £1000 per year, and directed. li
executors to seli such a part of the princlP8l'
if the interest should be insuficient, as WOtlh
make uji, including interest on propertybsvýe
might inherit, an annuity of the abl
amount. The testator's father beques.the
said wife an annuity of £200, and decla-d
that the same sbould be in addition tO asYl
income wbich she might derive froîn o
other source, and should not be takenlTh
account in regard to any other income. .,,t
income of the testator's*estate was ini3uffcî.1'
to pay said anuuity. Held, that in deterns!' 1
ing the deficit to be charged on the pri5,il"
of the testator's estate, said annuity of £e.
was not to be included in the widow's j5 colle
-In, re Hedgcs' Trust Estate, L. R. 18 FA'
419.

See BÂNKRuIrrcv, 2; ELECTION, 1; TR1lie
2.

AlI'oINTM'%ENT. fo
1. A testator devised bis estate in trust la

bis daughter for life, remainder as she 91 011i
by deed or will appoint, and i n defaut C','r
appointnient to ber childi-en equally. 011 .
ber children mnarried D., a Frenchunau , deSl
ciled in France. He died, and after bisertai0
tbe testator's dangliter appointed C~1<

poperty in favour of Mis. D. By French if tb

M11rs. D).'s dâugbter was entitled to haf ll
property acqied by lier niother dii-' .

marriage. Hl, that Mrs. D. acquire la
property on the date of the appoit1id ..
that it tiierefore wvas not subj ect to sai18
of France. -De Serre v. Clarke, L.R.
587.
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