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RE VIE W 0F CÙRRENT ENGLLSH CASES.
(Rcgistered in accordane with the Copyright Acet.)

WILL-CHARITABLE LEGACY-INTEREST IN LA4ND im ENGLAND oI
NO VALUE.

In re Dawson, PaUjason v. Dawson (1915) 1 Ch. 626. The
Court of Appeal (Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Philliniore,
L.J., and Joyce, J.) have affirrned the decision of Neville, J.
(1915) 1 Ch. 168.

WILL-CONSTRCTION--CHARITABLE LEGAIcIEs-DiRECTioN THAT
TRUSTEES SHALL DECIDE ANY QUESTION 0F I>ISPUTED IDENTITY
-ArTEmPT TO OIUST JURISDICTION 0F COURT-LATENT AMBI-
GUITY-PUBLIC POLICY.

In re Raven, Spencer v. National A sqoeiationi, etc. (191.5) 1 eh.
673. In ihis case the construction of a will was in question. 13%
the wiIl a Iegacy was given t i a charitable institution; there ivas
a latent arnbiguity as to V&1 institution intended to be Ibene-
fited; it was claimed by tiwo institutions. i'he mill eontaine1d a
provision that if eny dispute arose as to the identity of the legatees
the question should be decided b)y the trustees of the will. One
of the claimants desired the trustees to deterinine the dispute:
the others objected to their doing so. The trustees were willing
to act if they had the power to (Io so. The application was,
therefore, made to tlic Court to decide whether or not the trustees
ha(l power to (leeide the question. Warrington, J., held thaý
tzie clause in question wvas an attempt on the part of the testa9tor
to oust the jurisdirtion of the Court, whieh was contrary to pul)Iie
policy', ani. therefore, v'oid. -On the invriti lie determined that
the legatc, intended ivas the onle wihl answered to the naie
used in the ivili. rather than anot ber likP institution, nfâîch carrjq'd
on its work in tho place wlierc the testator lived, mid to which,
in bis life-time, lie hiad l>een a suliscrilier. Ev-iiencc to shew that
the latter institution wZIs the one ïntendcd »%, the testator tû lx,
benefited was ield flot t(> le amsiithe description used lIyý
the testator not l)eing, in the loarne1 .Judge's opinion, applicable
indifferentiv to hoth clairnants, bu-, oniy to the one in whose
favour hie decîded.

PATrENT FOR INVENTION-PETITION FOiRitEC TO .NANUFAC'IURE

PATENTED ARtTICLE-PATENTlS AND)lEIN ACTr, 1907 (7
Er w. 7, 29), s. 2-.S(.c. 69, s. 44).

In re Robin Electric Lampl (Co. (1915) 1 C'h. 780 deserves atten-
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