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DIGEST or ENGLisRi LÂW REPORTS.

atgent in England. The. agent sent the tva
documents to tiie plaintiff, who retained the
bih1 Of lading, but returned the bill of ex-
Obalnge unaccepted, on the ground that P.
ha I not coniplied with bis order. The plain-

tifpresented the bill of lading tothe defend-

'at, but he, being adviscd by P.'s agent, re-

ll0: eld (CLEASDT, B., dubitante), that P.'s
v1tuto as, that tiie bill of lading should

It ehanded over until the bill of exchange
*saccepted ; that no property, tiierefore,
DM to the. plaintiff, and the defendant's

veua as right. (Exch. Cii.)-Sepherd v.
«ka*rriyon, L. R. 4 Q B3. 493; s. c. ib. 196;
a Am. L. R.,. 718, 714.

8 114L..See CompANT, 1.
e'e0PF...-See BARKIRUPTCY, 2, 3.
elIPTLLàEMETSe WIFE's EQUITT.
SMIPlSee ADMIRALTY; COLLISION; INSURAZiCE,

2, 4.
eL»"R-Se LIBEL.
8

l'eCîpî0 PERFORMANCE.

1In a bill filed by a purchaser for speciflo
eerformnanc. of a contract to seli land, it vas
fthleged that the defendant P. informed the.
elftiltiff that a written agreement vas exe-

and Iltbat P. eutered into the said
agreement . . . as the agent for" the plain-
tift but that P. refu@ed te give the plaintiff
thie benefit of the. contract. It appeared by
thie bill that the. agent vas appointed urally.
Deniurreris by the two defendamîts, tii. agent'
atnd the. vendor, were overruled. A vritten
Otracet vas sufficiently alleged, and vould
be enforced, altiiough tiiere vas ne vritten
aPOinttnent of tiie agent.-lleard v. Pille!,

C.iie. ô48.
2. Tiie iiole of an estate, except a smaîl

Plot P Was put up for sale in lots, subjeot to
terestriction that no publie heuse siiould be

bujît'apon '<tiiproperty." In tii.particulars
0fsale the property vas described as the M.
S8tate, and ln the plan annexed, ail the lots

*ere Colered but the excepted plot vas un-
0COled like 'tii, lands of adjoining owners,
thioIgh, unlike theni, it vas flot marked vith
the own.e' nare. Tiiere was nothing else to

lb*thnt tiie vendor owned said plot. It vas

im'probabl, tint a public honse would b. built
'Or ei fi tiie adjoining estates. A suit for

pcPerformance vas brought against oneOWiio had purchesed a lot vitiiin a hundred
Yard& Of the. excepted plot, beli.ving tint the.

ir cl f the vendor's estate vas included, in
h5Particulare, and so would be subject to tiie

restriction. Held, that the vendor could only
CoInPel it on entering into a restrictive cove-
Dant asl to the excepted plot.-Bakcomb v.
BeckwiMh, L. R. 8. Eq. 100.

STAMP.
1. S. agreed by vriting to become a ment-

ber of a mnutual insurance company in respect
cf an insurance for £300 on bis own sbip ;
but no starnped policy was ever executed. He
paid a call for losses of otiier members, and
made a dlaim for a Ions of bis ovn, but before
it vas paid tiie association vas ordered to b.
weund up. Held, tiiat S. vas flot a contribu-
tory. The contract vas invaljd for vant of a
staînp under 85 Geo. 111. c. 68.-In re London
Marine Insurance Association, L. R. 4 Cii. 611.

2. A., a married voman, vas neit of kmn to
one vie died domiciled in England, intestat.,
and leaving personal, property tiiere. A.'s
iiusband, B., did flot reduce said property to
possession in A.'s life, and after A.'s death
did flot take out administration to her. A.
and B. vere alvays domiciled in America, and
died leaving a ciiild, C., there. C. ernpovered
D., la England, to take out administration for
hum. D. took out one to C.'s fath.r, B., and
one to A. Held, that this vas rigbt. and tiat
a sitamp duty was payable on each. Lord
WE58TBuIT dime. on tie ground tiat by the.
lav of A.'s domicile, of wbicii tii. court vere
bound to take notice, it vould bave been suffi-
dient te take one out to A.

Whoun intereet is recoverable by the letters
Of administration it is ciargeable 'witi daty
under 65 Geo. III. c. 184.-Partinton v.
Attorney- Genercsl, L. R. 411. L. 100.

STATUT».

Tii, defendants being empovered by a pri-
Tale act cf Parliament to render navigable the
River B., in doing ne erected staunohes tiiere-
in, vhich, together with veeds, oaused sult to
necumulate, and tins caused the river te over-
11ov the plaintiff's bank. The. veeda migit
have been cut, or the silt dredged so as 10
prevent li. Held, that, as noilier cutting
for dredging vas shovn te b. necessary for
Purposes of navigation, and nlo negligence vas
proved, defendants vers net liable.-Cracknell
v. Miiayor of Thetford, L. R. 4 0i. P. 629.'

See BANKlRUIPTCY, 1-3; CoDî)CîL; CoLYLISION;

FRAUDULIENT CONVETÂNCE; INSURANCE, 1 ;
PATENT; 'REVOOATIONq OF WILi. TAP

1 ; VOTER.
STATUTI OF FRAUDnS-Sed SPEOTYJO PERTFORM-

ANCEO, I.
TENiANOT CIN Cosrnew.

Co-ovners of lands vorked a quarry en part

April, 1870.]


