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cannfot, of course, i encier a valuer liable. The sole question must hc whether the
valuation was correct, at the time it was made, for it is impossible to render 4
valuier liable for any subsequent depreciation which could flot, by the exercise
of reasonable judgrnent, have been foreseen-and where a valuer gives a con-
ditional valuation, the conditions must have been complied with, before he cati
be made liable. Thus, where apaid valuer gave a valuation for. thie purpose *Of
a boan, in which he 3a id, Ilthe houses are unfinished, and my valuation of $4,98o
is on the supposition that they will be finished. in a manner similar to those
adjoining; a final inspection should, I think, bo mnade," and the houses were hiot
finished, as contemplated by the certificate, and no, final inspection was muade, but
the money wvas advanced ; and afterwards the property very seriously depreciated
in value, and only reahized $r,8oo--it was held that the valuer %vas riot hiable.

Ini the recent case of O'Suilivan v. Lake, 15 O.R. 544 it has been held by the
Cominon Pleas Division, (Gaît, C.J., dissenting), that it is not negligence on the
part of a paid valuer to, rely on hîs own judgrnent entirely, and that his omis-
sion to inquire of other persons as to the value of' land in the neighborhood
carinot ho imputed to hiru as negligence. But ail the judges agreed that the
omission to inquire as to previous sales afforded evidence of neglîgence on the
part of a paid valuer; and if there have been nc, sales, and property has flot
changed hands in the localîty for a lengthenerd period, it appears al.,; -to ho the
duty of such a valuier to, inquire and ascertain the cause, with i. vîew to ascer-
taining wheth ýr the neighborhood is objectionabýe, or for any other cause pro-
perty is unsaleable. This case, we believe, has been carried to the Court of
Appeal.

COMMENTS ON CURRENT ENGLISI! DECISIONS.

TIrE Law Reports for March comprise 22 Q.B.D., pp. 237-393 ; 14 P.D., pp.
2,-41, and 4o Chy. D)., pp. 213-385«.

P>RINCIPAL ANDf AGENT -INDUNrTY--SToOK AXCIIA1OI, IJSAGE OF-DIVULu<aG BROKE

In the Queen's Bench Division the flrst case we flnd calling for attention is
Hadas v. Ribbott$, 22 Q.B.D. 254. The action was brought by the plainti«, a
stockbroker, against his client, to, compel the lattei* to indemnify hiru aga.inst a
liability he had incurred in respect of shares bought for the defendant under the
following circumstances . The plaintiff was a broker on the Stock Exchange,
einpboyed by the defendant to purchase shares, which he did. Refore the settling
day the plaintiff becamne a defaulter on the Stock Exchange, and *in accordance
with the mIles of the Exchange, the accounits which were open against him were
closed as between himself and the jobbers at tfie then current prîces as flxed by
the officiai assignee of the Stock Exchange. Tho account in respect of the ghares
bought -for the defendant when closed ini this way, showd. a. balance ini favor of'
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