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STock ExcHANGE.'—See NEGOTIABL® INSTRUMKNT.
SURETY.—Se¢ PRINCIPAL AND SURETY.

TENANT FOR L1k, —See DEVISE, 3; LEASE,
TENEMENT. —Sec RENT-CHARGE.

TrTLE.—See PARTITION.

TRADE-MARK.

1. H., a cigar-dealer in London, had a corres-
bondent G. in Havannah, of whom he bought
cigars  H. employed an artist to design a label
having a picture and motto upon it, and H. reg-
istered the label at Stationers’ Hall. H. then
wrote to G. requesting lin to put this label upon
the boxes of cigars he consigned to H ., which G.
accordingly did, adding the words G., manu-
facturer of cigars, Havannah.” @. subsequently
sent boxes of cigars with said label upon them
1o his agents in England, and H. prayed an in-
Junction restraining said agents from selling
cigars with said label aftixed. Injunction refused.
There was no contract by G. that he would fur-
nish any cigars to H., or that he would not fur-
nish any cigars with said lubel to any one other
than H.; and, as H. did not allege that he had
any stock of said cigars on hand, it did not ap-
Pear that he would he injured by G.’s selling
cigars with said label to others. Moreover the
label represented that said cigars were manufac-
tured by G., as in fact they were ; so that the
public was not deceived nor H. injured.— Hirsch
v. Jonas, 3 Ch. D. 584,

2. A word or combination of letters is not
‘“a distinctive device, mark, or heading,” within
the Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875, and
cannot he registered as a trade-mark.— £z parte
Stephens, 8 Ch. D. 659.

TRADER, —See HoTEL-KEEPER,
TRusT,

1. A testator bequeathed £12,000 to two trus-
tees upon trust to invest the whole, or such part
as they thought proper, in the purchase of an
advowson ; and until J., the testator’s sonm,
should be presented to some benefice which
should produce an annual income of £1,000 at
least, or should die, upon trust to present some
fit person to the benefice of which they should

ave purchased said advowson, and subject as
aforesaid to hold said advowson in trust for J.
and his heirs. And until said trustees made said
Investment, they were directed to invest and ac-
cumulate said sum for a period of twenty-one
Jears from the testator’s death, after which the
come of said sum and its accumulations was to
belong to J. And in case J. should die or be
Presented to a benefice as aforesaid before said

stees had purchased said advowson, said sum
and its accumulations were to belong to J., his
executors and administrators. Twelve years
after the testator's death the trustees held said
Sum and its accumulations and had purchased no

Befice. J. claimed to be entitled to the entire
fund on the ground tkat he was the exclusive
Object of the trust. Held, that J. was not abso-
lutely entitled to said fund.—Gott v. Nairne, 3
Ch. D, 278,

2. A trustee who had a life-interest in the
‘Tust estate committed breaches of trust by sell-
ing portions of the estate and a plying the pro-
¢eeds to his own uses, and su{;sequently went

ingo bankruptey.  Held, that trustee's estate
for life conld not be appropriated to repairing
the loss oqgasioned by said breach of trust as
8gainst the assignee in bankraptcy, who would
y ke the trustee's legal estate as assets of the
aukrupt. -Fox v. Buckley, 3 Ch. D, 508.

3. A testator, who held a trust fund secured
hy mortgage, devised his real and personal estate
to his wife and her executors, administrators,
and assigns, upon trust to leave the same in ex-
isting investments, or to sell and convert into
money, and out of the proceeds to pay his debts
and funeral expenses and certain legacies, and
retain the income of the residue during her life;
and subject as aforesaid, the remainder in trust
for C. There was no express devise of trast

- estates. Held, that the mortgaged trust estate

did not pass under the will.—/n re Smith's Es-
tate, 4 Ch. D. 70. -
See ANNUITY, 8; CONTINGENT REMAINDER ;
LEasE ; Lrcacy, 4 ; PRIORITY, 3 ; SETTLE-
MENT, 4.

VENDOR AND PURCHASER.

1. The plamtiff agreed to sell, and the defend-
ant to purchase, certain freeholds and leaseholds,
and by the terms of the agreement the defendant
was not to investigate or make any objection in
respect of the title to said frecholds prior to the
year 1841. It was discovered before completion
of the agreement that the defendant owned said
freeholds subject to a leasehold interest in the
plaintiff, and that part of the leaseholds belonged
to the plaintiff in fee. The plaintiff filed a hill
for specific performance of said agreement. Held,
that said condition riid not preclude the defend-
ant from refusing to complete said agreement, as
the parties had contracted. under a mutual mis-
take as to their respective rights. —Jones v, Ciif-
Sord, 3 Ch. D. 779.

2. D. agresd to purchase certain property
specified in a written contract which did not con-
tain any plan of the property ; and at the same
time D. signed a memorandum writtten on the
back of a plan, as follows : ““ Plan of property
sold to and purchased by D., 284 Oct., 1874,
N. B.—The property included in the purchase is-
edged with red colour.” Held, that said mem-
orandum was sufficient to incorporate the plan
in the contract, and that the description in the
contract was controlled by the plan. — Nene Val-
oy Drainage Conunissioners v. Duncley, 4 Ch.
D. 1.

See BILLS a¥D Notks, 1; COVENANT ; PaR-
PITION.

VESTED REMAINDER. - -Se¢ REMAINDER, 2.
V18 MaJOR.-~See AcT OF GOD.
WATER.—See ACT OF GOD.
‘WATERCOURSE,.—See STATUTE.

WILL.

1. A testator executed a will and subsequently
a codicil in duplicate, but the coticils bore dif-
ferent dates. One copy of the will and codicil
was left by the testator at his banker’s, and one
copy he retained. Probate was granted of both
wills and codicils, described as duplicates. Held,
that evidence was admissible to show thai the
two co.icils were not two distinct instruments,
80 as to give the legatee therein named cumula-
tive legacies, —Hubbard v. Alexander, 3 Ch. D.

2. A testator owning certain shares in differ-
ent companies declared that the calls, if any,
which might be or become due in respect of any
shares constituting part of his personal estate,
shonld be paid by the trustees of his will, out of
the income and not out of the principal of his
estate. The testator owned shares upon which
calls were at the time of his death due, though
not payable. Held, that such calls must be paid



