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and those claiming under him ; and the defen-
dant was entitled as against the plaintif.-
General Finance, Mogag, and Discount Co.
v. Liberator Pemnn eneftBldn So
ciet>E, 10 Ch. D. 15. ftBidn o

2. A. W. bequeathed lier residuary personal
estate, consisting of a mortgage on reai estate
of £3, 000, to trustees for the benefit of several
persons, and in reversion for W. H1. The
trustees continued to let the property lie in
the mortgage. In 1861, W. H. mortgaged his
reversionary interest, to secure a debt and
interest. In 1871, lie died, having paid no
interest on the debt, and without other pro-
perty than the reversion. Il 877,tlie reversion
fell ini. Held, that tlie mortgagee wau entitled
to, interest from the date of the loan, out of
the fund. W. IL's mortgage was not a charge
on real estate within the Statute of Limita-
tions, 3 & 4 XViII. IV., c. 27. -Sinith v. Hill,
9 Ch. D. 143.

3. B. & S., partners, petitioned in liquida-
tion. B. liad personal assets, consisting of
houseliold furniture ini his dwelling, and per.
sonal creditors. The joint creditors granted a
disebarge. B. 's separate creditors neyer liad.
The trustee in liquidation for the firm suffered
B., by indulgence, to retain his furniture in
his house, and B. subsequently mortgaged it
to defendants, wbo took possession, and B.
afterwards filed another petition. The second
trustee laid no dlaim to the furniture, and, the
defendants having sold it, the first trustee sued
for the proceeds. JI1eld, that lie was entitled.
Leaving the furniture with the debtor did not
show laches in the trustee, sucli as to make the
defendants think it was the debtors.-Meggy
v. The Imperial Discount Co., Limited, 3 Q. B.
D. 711.

4. By the Bills of Sale Act, 1854 (17 & 18
Vict., c. 36, § 1), a bill of sale of personal p ro.perty not registered, " shall, as against all as-
signees of the estate and effecta of the person
Wbose goods . - . are comprised iu such bill
of sale under the laws relating to bankruptcy,
be null and void," so far as regards goods
" whicli, at the time of sucli bankruptcy, shall
be in the possession, or apparent possession,
of the person niaking sucli bill of sale." A
mortgage of trade-fixtures and loose chattels
was made by two partners, but not registered.
.Mter a year, the fi rm dissolv-ed, and one went
on alone. Six months after, lie took an as-
signinent of the other's part of the mortgaged
property. Tliree months afterwards, lie went
into liquidation. There was no evidence of
consent, on the part of the mortgagee, to the
transfer of possession. Held, that the trustee
in liquidation took the loose cliattels and haîf
the fixtures. -E parte Brown. In re Jeed,
9 Ch. D. 389.

5. In 1875, C. borrowed of S. £1,000, and
gave a memorandum that ho liad deposited
two policies of insurance on his life witli S.,
as security therefor, and that, on request, lie
would execute a valid mortgage thereof to S.
C. pretended that lie had left one of the pol-
icies at home, by mistake, and S. lent the
money and completed the transaction, on C. 's

promise to send the policy next day. It turned
out that the other policy had been deposited
with one T., in 1871, by way of equitable
mortgage for a loan. Notice of an " assign-
ment" of a policy is necessary to bind the
company, by the Policies of Assurance Act,
1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 144). S. gave due îîotic e
of his transaction. T. gave no notice. JJeld,
that the trartsaction witli S. wau not an " as-
sigument " within the Act, and hence T., who
liad possession of the poiV. was entitled, as
against S., although T. lihad given no notice.-
Spencer v. Clarke, 9 Ch. D. 137.

6. B., the plaintiff, advanced £500, througli
his solicitor, R., the defendant, towards a boan
of £800, to one K., on a deposit of title-deeds
to be made with B. tliroug R. R. advanced
the other £300, and took a mortgage in his
own naine. R. subsequently deposited the
deeds witli the U1. Bank, and got a boan thereon
of £400. The Bank said they liad no know-
ledge of B.'s interest in the title-deeds. R.
becarne bankrupt. Held, that B., for bis £500,
had priority over tlie bank's security. R. got
f rom B., also, an advance on some bouses be-
longing to R.'s father's estate, the legal estate
of which was outstanding. R. 's sister, WV.,
was interested in the estate, and lie acted as
lier solicitor. He deposited the title-deeds
witb B. W., hecoming dissatisfied with R. 's
management, insisted on a settlement, and it
was arranged that R. should mnake a mortgage
of ail bis interest in the estate to W. This
inortgage was put on record. R. acted asWV. 's
solicitor. Held, that W. must have been af-
fected with knowledge of B.'s dlaim tlirougli
employing R. as lier solicitor, and B. 's security
had priority. -Bradley v. Riches, 9 Ch. DJ. 189.

7. In 1868, T. assigned in mortgage some
life policies to F. & G., his solicitors. T. died
in 1869 and left ail lis property to his wife,
and appointed lier executrix. F. & G. paid
themselvea ont of the policies and had a sur-
plus left. T. had creditors and turned ont in-
solvent. In pursuance of a suit by the ex.
ecutrix, at the instance of K., a judgment
creditor, against F. & G., a decree was miade,
finding a balance due f rom tbem on a mortga-
gor and mortgagee account. Tlie executrix
then died, leaving F. as lier executor, who wau
also lier sole legal representative. K. was
substituted as plaintiff. F. & G. wislied to be
allowed, against tbe balance in their hands,
some simple-contract debts wliicl tliey set up.
Refused.-Tabot v. Frere, 9 Ch. D. 568.
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NÂME.-See WILL, 12.

NECESARIFS.-See HUSBÂND AND WIFE.
NEOLIGEN2-CE.

I. A dock company, required, by Act of
Parliament, to maintain an embankment at a
certain heigbt, failed to do so. An extraor-
dinary higli tide came, and the water flowed
over tbe emnbankment several inclies above the-
beigbt at which tlie company was required to,
keep the embankment, and injured thbe plain-
t.if's property. Held, tbat tbe company was
hiable, but it miglit show that the damage
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