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whieh constitutes the annuity an implied charge on the corpus.
in arriving at this coïieusion the Court of Appeal overruled the
decision of Neville, J., In Re Bigge (1907) 1 Ch. 714 (see ante,
vol. 43, P.- 524).

PASSINO OPF-' '(JET 11" OF OOQDS-US5IWUL OOMBINATION-ART-
IM- IN OMMON Ufr-INJUNTIoZ.

lI Edge v.,Niccolïs (1911> 1 Ch. 5, the plaintiffs were marn-.
facturera of blue and other dyes which they nmade up li porous
bags with a littie wooden stick inserted for the more eonvenient
use of the dye without the neceusixy of staining the fingers of
the user. For this deviee the plaintiffs had fortnerly obtained
a patent, which had, however, been subsequently revoked-they
liad, however, eontinued to put up their goods in this way
Sihve 1891. In Noveniber, 1909, the defendants had registered
as their own design a eopy of the plaintiffs niethod of putting
al) tlwir goods ineluding the etick and 'vere using it lin the gale
of their own goods and issuing notices calling attention thereco
as being of their own registered design but their own naines
%vet- on their goods. E~. dy, J., granted an interini injunction
to rve,train tht- defendants froin imitating the ''get iUp' of the
plaitiiffs, and fri selling blue or dye "withi the stick in it"
as. or fur the goods of the plaintiff. This order wvas reversed
by the Court of Appeal (Cozenis-Iardy, M.R.. and Forwell, and
Kennjedýy, L.JJ.6, the Mauter of the Rolls remarking on the
inmlropriety. of going into sueh a maus o! evidl*nce on an inter-
loeutory motion, 183 affidavita heing filed in chie! and 100
in reply. Ilus Lordship als;o held that a inere uqeful part of an
artiple as distinguis}icd f ro -i mere ornaîr. utal addition can.
flot be regarded as part o. a.e gtet up of the article, that no
Iength o! exeluwive use can entitie a inan to a monoply in
the manufacture and sale of a useful irombination flot proteeted
hy patent.

POWER 0F %PPOINTMjFNT--FRiUD ON~ POWEif-BotNA rIDE Puit-
CIIARER FR011 APPOINTEE WITIIOUT NOTicE. --LGAoÂî TITLE-
HQUITA3LE TITLE.

Cloutte v. Storeyt (1911) 1 Ch. 18. This was an action
by persons entitled fo a fund in default o! appointaient to oh-
tain a declaration, that an appointaient wvhich lîad been made
was void as heing k!raud on the powver, in the following cir-
ctîmstances. By a marriage settiement a wife 's reve.rsiunary
interest in a fund o! £25,O00 wssi assigned to trustSen for the


