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MARBIED) WOMÂN.-Sec ELEÇTIoN.

MÂSTER.-ScC BOTTOMRY Bo.ND.

MOJITGAGE.'
On a bill by an equitable mortgagee, the

court will direct a foreclosure, flot a Sale.-
James V. James, L. R. 16 Eq. 153.
SeC REPLEVIN; TRUST, 4,

MOTION.
13

y statuite, a judge, 64upon the trial of any
issue," rnay grn lt-ave to move to enter a
non-suit, &c. At a trial, which took place
-on' rhursday, the judge refused such leas'e,
but reconsidered the matter, and granted
lt-ave on the following Monday. Held, (by
BOVILL, C. J., KEATiNG and GnovE, JJ.;
BRETT, J., dissenting), that said leave was
flot granted upon the trial of the- issue.-
Folicard v. Metropolitan 1Railwcay Co., L. B.
8 C. P. 470.

NEGLIGENCE.

A passenger in an omnibus was injured by
a blow of the- loof one of the horst-s, who
,kicked througrh the front of tht- omnibus.
I'here was 11o evideuce that the- horst- was vi-
clous, or a kicker, but tvo marks, as of kicks,
were found beside the hole muade by the above
kic-k. It w-as shown that the coniequences of
kickiug nîight hiave been obviated by a kit-
incg strap. IJcld, thiat there w-as evidetile of
nieghigence on th- lar-t of the omnibus com-
pany, to go tht- jury.-Sinison v. London
Ocierai Oiînibits Co., L. I. S C. P'. 390.

NENv TIALÎ.
Ou a trial as tu the testanwntary capacity

of a testatrix, the- jury disagrecd. On a
second trial tht- jury fourni for the plaititiff,
and an application for a netw trial was refîîsed.
Thec pliîtilt and certain other pt-xsuus testi-
lied at each trial, and subsequentiy the plain.
titi was fouîîd guilty of perjury at the latter
trial. On tht- trial for perjury the ahove
îlaintiff couli not testify, and lie was con-
vit-ted uloii tht- testiînony of said other li-r-
sos8 W-ho hiad testified lu tit- first trials. An
aIpplicationi for a niew trial, muade after tht-
p1aintilfrsconviction for peijury, w-a.sret*used. -
Davies v. Jieynolds, L. Rt. * 1'. & D. 90.

ŽNuISAN(UEý-SCC LEASEF, 2 ; WAY.
Ons-RaUCTION. - SCe Wý'.Y

l>ATNFSii1'.--Se BILLS AND LÇOTE,> 2
PRNI AL AD AEI,

PATENT.

Two applications for the same patent were
filed Juiy 20 and July 23, respectiveiy. The-
patent aplied for July 23 w-as first sealed.
Jfeld, that under 15 & 16 Vit-t. c. 83,
§ 24, the patents took elfect upon the
days on which tht-y were applied for.-SalSY
v. Icnntîet, L. R. 8 Ex. 210.

?PEN2ALTY.-SCC SALE.

PERIL 0F THE SEAs.- Sec FitEiGUT.

PERuRy.Sec NEw TIL.

PLEADING.

A bill was liled by a credliter for admninis-
tration oif a testator's cstate, alleging that ont-
of the defendants, who was nanîed executor,
wa.s a debtor to the estate, and that his CO.
executor was insolvent aîid did not intend to
take steps to secure the- debt, and that said
defendant, ithotigh lie had not pî-oved the will,
had flot renounced probate. Tht- defendant
answered, not admitting the debt. The
plaintiff amended by introducing charges,
showing advances from tht- testator-to tht- de.
fendant. The defendant tht-n pleaded that
lie had renouuced probate since h.ls answer,
and before the- IlaiuîtilIlîsci amende(l. lHeld,
that tht- pIea could not be sustaiuied.AfJorcy
v. While, L. I. 8 Ch. 731.
See CHIIPTLP-PAT,1TY, 1 ; Li XrL.

Pow.Ei. -See TRUST, 3.
PRÂcTICE-Sce Cosr-S;Ly.
PIIES LNIPTION. -Sec WILL, 2.

PpRINcIPAL A&NDAcE-.

I. Iron wvas la-iug uuloa(ledl from a t-art for
the pur-pose of beîng carried on board a ship.
Th'li delendant's fcreman îîot being satisfied
witli the- manner of unloading, got into tht-
t-art and thrcw ont part of the iîon and iu-
juu-ed tht- plaintifi. It was the- duty of the
defendaut, a stev-edoré, to carriy flic iron,
aller iL w-as thrown front the -ai-t, to th- ship.
Hcl (1ly GRovE and 1FMN JJ., BRIETI,
J., dissenting), that it was n question l'or tht-
jury whether the foreman w-as acting within
the scope of bis emupînymt-nt. -. 'ureis v. Poul-
sofi, L. R. 8 C. 1'. 563.

2. A foreigner employed brokers; to buy
car-\x hut-s for Iimii. Tht- defendant, i~n the-
pretst-ute of the- foreigner, contractel fo fur-
nisl wht-els to the brokers, and suhlset-queitîy
Iailt-d to pcî-foruïî the- contras-t. lt-d, that
1111(er the circuinstanees of th- case the plain.
titi, bcirîg a foreigut principal, could neithevr
sute -nor be sued on said eoira- eE/éqr
Adt-(Psellscheft v. C1aýje, L. lZ. 8 q. B.
313

,3. 13v ag(re-ini nt lcetw enr a Lon<lonîfr
and a Iagonfirin, tic former tii lu ivas to
îur-hase goods "ou joint accounit," chargetwo pt-r cent. coîulînisbion, and send tlîe goods
to tht- Rangoon firm. The plaiiîtiuf, with no
know-ledge of this agreemnt, fui-nislied goods
to the London tirni, wlîich ivere exported
to the iRanigoon firm uinder the above
agreemenît. IIeld, that the foreign firm at
Rangoon wvas not; hable as au undisclosed
principal to the- laiîîtiff for the- piice of tht-
said gooda. -Iuton v. L'ulloch, L. R. 8 Q. B.
331.
St-e BOTTOIaIRT BOND ; I3ROKER.

PRIVILEGED COMMF,;NICATION.
Where ont- defendant in a suit, being a

SolJeitor, acted as agent of th- solicitor on tht-
record to collett evidence in the suit,' tht-
letters btt-ten hlm and lis co-defendantt were
held to be privileged comnmunications.-
Hlamiltona v. Nott, L. R. 16 Eq. 112.

R&AILWT. -Sed STREET.
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