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:er.and a writ of attachment wvas ordered to issue, but the writ to lie in the office for

sel, three days, and during that time the defendant to be at liberty to apply to theLrd court an affidavit that he had removed the objectionable placards.
[li TRUSTEE-BREACH 0F TkRUST--INDEMNlT1Y--C0NCURRF,%CI-ý IN fiREACH 0F TRUST.

for Proceeding nowv to the cases in the Chancery Division, Evansv v, Be;*you1, 37è
for Chy. D.. 329, first dlaimis our attention. In this case a trustee had distributed a

'lit
trust fund in breach of trust, at the request of one of the beneficiaries, from whom.
lie took a bond of indcmnity, the bencficiary undertaking to indernnify the
trustee against " ail consequences." The fund was distributed i -- favour of the
dlaughters of one Edwvard Charles Evans, who concurred. In tne events which

hie happcnied the trustee hirnself and Edward Charles Evans became solcly entitled
a to the fund as next of kmn of the tenant for life, %v'ho had power to appoint the-

ut fund by wvill, but died without doing so. The trustee having died, the action
it, was broughit by his representatives against the beneficiary who lîad given the
of bond of indemnity, to compel him to replace the furid. Kay, J., held -hat he
hcwas bound to replace it; but the Court of Appeal (Cotton, L.J., Hannen, P.P.D.,

Cr aind Lopes, L.J.) hcld that the bond of indemnity should flot be so construed as
a- to compel the obligor to make good any loss which the trustee as a beneficiary
le might sustain, and that, silice the trustee himse]f could not have made a dlaim

in against himself for the breach of trust, there %vas no dlaimn against his estate ini
respect of which Lis représentative could claim indemnity against the obligor or-

10 his estate. And it wvas further held that E. C. Evans, having actively concurred
)n iii the distribution, knowving it to be a breach of trust, could flot have mrade any

dlaim against the trustee or bis estate, even if he hiad not known that he hada
possible interest in the trust fund, which, hoivever, the court was satisfied he did
know ; and therefore, that as regarded his interest, there wvas no dlaitn against
the obligor under the indemnity. The action wvas therefore dismissed.

2I1 AccoRD AND> SAriSFAcTrioN-.CHEQUE, PY HII PARTY FOR SML~RSUhl.

The case of I9idder v. Bridgr's, 37 Chy. D. 4o6, is one that is no longer of
much importance in tWs Province, since R. S. 0. c. 44, s. 53, ss. 7, has Iegalized
the acceptance of payment of part of a debt às satisfaction for the whole ; as to,
past transactions, however, it may bc of' some use. The short point involvedÇ.
xvas simply thîs: A plaintiff was liable for certain costs to the defendant, wVhich J

3, ~ vr aed, and the plaintiffs solicitor then gave his cheque for the amount taxed.
le to the 4efenidant's solicitor, wvho accepted lit, After the cheque had beeti paid,

!rthe defendant's solicitor claimed that his client ivas entitled to interest on the
costs, and the question was %vhether the acceptance of the cheque of the plain- 1i

1-tiff's solicitor was a satisfaction of the whole dlaim. Bloth Stirling, J., and the
y Court of Appeal (Cotton, Lindley and Lopes, L.JJ.) held that it was, because

the solicitor, by gîving his cheque, became personally liable on it, and that was
an additional consideration, so as to take the case out of the rule laid down in
FPoakes v. I3eer, 9 App. Cas. 6-5
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