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RECENT ENOLISE DEFClarONs.

men"I oughtto, have come to." In.4UtroPolitaet
Ry. Co. v. Wr.gi4t, Lord Halsbury'suggested
that the question depends on whether the
verdict is one which reasonable men Ilmight
have comne to," and now Lord Esher, M. R.,
toelle us on the anthority of Fry, L..J., that what
jessel, M.R. really said was that the question
depouds on wheth. the verdict is on,) which
reasonable mon "looght not te have corne to."

APPESAL - PiXTBCtDlt4G TIM 9 - IGl<OIMUE9 fil LLIOXTOR.

The Quee& v. Kette, 17 Q. B. D- 761, is an.
other of those cases in whichi the court lias re-
fused te extend the. time fur appealinig. where
the tiro hias elapsed owing to the ignorance
of the practice of the appellant's solicitors.
\Vills, J., say's at p.- 753, after observiug that
the rule of practice under which the appellant
ought to, have proceedod hall been in opera.
tien a month, that Il the case falis within the
catcgory cf ignorance of the lav suggested by
Baggallay, L.J., in Collins v. Paddinigtois Vextry,
5 Q. 13. D). 368. There is, as suiggeted in that
case, a inaterial distinction hetweeiî a slip or
mnistake before and after judgient;- and 1 feel
the foul force of the observation. There comei
a timne when everything must bie final. Where
judgment has beeu given, the successful liti.
gant lias a right to be protected against the
toc liberal indulgence of the court." Gran-'
thain, J., though agreeing that in the case be.
fore the court the leave should b. refused,
reserved bis opinion as to the. general mule te
ho observed in such cases.

Li,sqË-OvNANT TO LUÂVE IN PARXÂ OF0

The action cf Mforgan v. Hardv, 17 9. B. D.
770, was on. by a landiord against the assigne.
of a lease to rocover damages for bmeach cf a
coveriant te beave the premises in repair at the
end cf the terni. The defendant bmought in a
third party from whoma ho claimed indemnity.
It appeared that, owing te changes in the sur.
rounding property, the demised promises bad
Bo far altered in value since the commence.
mient cf the bease, that tbey would be as valu.
able for letting purposes if some cf tho repaire
requirod b3' the covenant, according te its
strict meaning, were eithem omltted or exocuted
at a oeaper rate thon was usual under such
a covmnant; but it was beld by Denman, J.,
that the trutà measure cf damages, notwlth-
standing the facto aforernentloned, was the

amount required to put the promises lnto ouoh
ropair, as was originally contemplated hy the
covariant. As between the defendant and the
third party, it appeared that the agreement
for indemnity was made inl 1873, and the third
party becamne bankrupt in 1875, and that the
termi expired in z883, and the third party
sought to escape fromn 1iability on thé grounid
that it %vas a dlaim discharged by his bank-
ruptcy, but it was held that his liahility under
bie agreement to indemnify the defendant
against the coveniant in question, was not Ila
liability present or future, certain or con-
tingent"I within B. 31 Of the Bankruptey Act,
z869, su as to be provable in bankruptcy, and
therefore, that the bankruptc)' proceedinge
were no defence.

NsELuGENCF-OOBAaTIOf P1URFORb5gO PUBLIC
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Gilbe'rt v. Corporation of T'inity House, 17
Q. 13- D. 795, is deserving of a passing word.
13y the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, the
superintendence and management of ail light.
ho uses and beacons in England are vested in
the defendant8. The action was brought to
roc ýver damages for negligence committed by
the. defondants' servant, and the defendants
endeavoured te, escape from liability on the
ground that the Act had constituted them ser.
vants of the Crown, so as te exempt thent from
liability in the saine manner ai the great
officers of state are exempt, but Day and
Wille, JJ., hold this delence untenable.

Nuosài<n AwD or5DY1EESÂIÂE0
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Turning now to, the cases in the Probate
Division, the first which dlaims attention is
Scott v. The ditiorney-Gentral, xi P. D. 128, in
which the validity of the remarriage of a
dîvorced person contracted under the follow.
ing circumetances came in question. A. and
B., bath having an Irish domicil, were married
in Ireland. They resided in Ireland a year
after their marriage, and subsequently r.
moved ta the Cape of Good Hope, wbere the
husband abandoned ail ides, of returning
home, and visited England only for short
periods. In the fifth year of cohabitation the
wife committed aduaitery with S., whose dornicil
wau English, and in a suit instituted by the
husband against the wlfe in the court of the
Cape of Good Hope, the marriage was dis-
solved. By the law cf that colony, the guilty
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