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Jes Bowen, and Fry, L..JJ.), however, -ame to the conc aIsi that no such rule

aie existed, and that although the court does flot usually appoint'a trustee 'to be
.he receiver except on the terme of his acting without salary, yet when these terme

me are flot irnposed when the appointment is made the question of remuneration is
DM in the discretion of the court; and in this case the allowance of remuneration at
-dethe rate of (400 a year, which North, J., had mnade, was flot disturbed.

lat
MoitTrAGE-RzcR! VFER AND mANAErit.C

er, 1ý1
*he In Wkitiey v. Challs (1892), 1 Ch. 64, the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Bowen, U
lty ar, I Fry, L.JJ.) reversed an order of Kekewich, J., appointing a manager of a

he hotel business under the foliowing circumstances: The defendant was a hotel-
no keeper who wvas about to rebuild his hotel, and had an agreement for the grant

to hitn of a lease for eighty years when he had rebuilt it, and he charged the
building agreement and ail the premises comprised therein, and the hotel and

C. buildings to be thereafter erected as aforesaid, and the lease so to be granted, '

with the repayment of a sum borrowed from the plaintill, and agreed to execute
to thu .ender as soion as the lease was granted a valid second mortgage, which
shouid be in such form and contain- such powers, covenants, and provisions as -,e

h e the solicitor or counsel of the pla;ntiff shouid adivise or require. The hotel wvas
he rebuiît and the defendant carried on business on the property, but no mortgage
inI xas executed. The present action was brought to enforce the charge by sale or

75 foreclosure and the plaintiff had moved for a receiver of the mortgaged property
ýSt and a manager of the hotel business. Kekewich, J., had granted both a receiver
.ts and a manager, but the Court of Appeai wvas of opinion that as the good wiil or it
le business had flot been charged by the defendant the plaintiff had no right to, the ,5

appoint ment of a manager of the business, and that the stipulation as to the
niortgage being in such forme, etc., as the rnortgagee's solicitor or counsel should
reqluire could not enlarge 1' subject of the mortgage, but only provided for

Ld perfecting the charge on the property specifically agreed to be mortgaged.
Lu WILL-HARITABLE LEgrAcy-GIFT FOR ENDOWMENT OF~ CHURCH-CONTINUING CONV ýioN-RETENTION

is OF 1UND IN COURT.

O Fn re Robinson, WVright v. Tugweli (1892), 1 Ch. 95, a testatrix had made a
bequest towards the endowmient of a church, subject, among others, to an "abid-
ing condition " that the black gown shouid be worn in the puipit, unless there

Sshould be any alteration in the Iaw rendering it illegal. It was ciaimed that the 2
condition was impossible or illegal of performance, and that the bcquest was 1ý

it void; but North, J., heid that it was valide and that the fund should be retained e
es ira court, and the incorne paid to the incumbent of the church soe long as he fui. ý%

r filied the condition as to wearing a black gown.

d SOLIoxrR-LizN-DscHARGs OF SOLICITOP DY CLIENT.

0 In odei v. Hnsby(1892), i Ch. ioi, the plaintiff in a partition action

t.changed hie solicitor, and an application was then made to compel the discharged
s solicitor to delîver up the papers connected with the action to the new solicitor

to enable hirn to carry it on. The solicitor resisted the application, claiming.
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