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COUNTY-LiABILSTÇ FOR K.\PENSH 0F TROOPU S1:MMNlbOS.O. To PR1ERVI PF.ACX.

In T'he Queen v. G/asnorgan (1899) 2 Q.B. 5.36, the Court of
Appeal (Smith, Williams and Rigby, 1.JJ.) have affrmed the
judgment of the Divisional Court (Y 899) 2 Q.}3. 26 (nuted VOl. 3.5,
670) to the effect that a county is fot liable to defray the expenses
of troops, whose aid is obtained by the municipal authorities for
the purpose of preserving the peace.

LOST WILL--PRo$A..TP-PRACTCF.-P'ROOF OF 1.08l' %VILL. 0' ON IYN or
'FN '0~ET OF, DISPENSFJ) WITH.

laii t gooils of Apeti (t899) 1'. 272, wvas an application to
prove a lost wilI on motion, and %vithout notifying or procuring the
consent of ail of the next of kmn. The applicant was the
universal legatee and sole executrix nai-ed in the alleged will.
The estate %vas of sinall value, in ail î£196 5s. Soîne of the next
of kmn (a brother an(' three sisters) had heen notified, andl made
no objection. Barnes, J. entcrtained the motion, and dispensed
with notice to the other next of kin, and grantcd administration
with the wvill, as contained in the copy annexed, until the original
shall be found.

DESETIONHUSANO ~s'nw'îE-HunANî'~.REFUS ~AL. 10 L.AD AN CHAST E,11E

Sickert %P. Sickert (t899) P. 278, wvas a suit for divorce on the
ground of desertion. The husband had been guilty of ccnitinutous
acts of adultery, and refused ta give up that course of life, in
colîsequence of which the plaintiff refused to live with Iiin, and it
was held by Barnes, J. that such conduct on thc part of the
husbatnd amountcd in law to desertion by the husband.d

OOMPANIY-- PRO.MOTERýe OF COMtPAN', IE AISO %aNI)ORS-CONT RACT SAî.IF, c
liv VIRFCTORs OF ONE: COMPANY TO TIIEMS;O.%FA's SDIREC.T0RS OF ANOTIIER

COM PAN Y- RElSCISSIOs. 0

Lagzrnar Nitrate C(;, v. Leg7iias Syndicate (1899) 2 C h. 392, is a
case which gave rise to a différence of opinion in the Court of C
Appeal. The action was brought by the plaintiff company f'o rescindT

contract of sale under the folloving circumstances. The plaintiff g
company wvas promoted and formed by the directors of the defendantL

* synidicate, for the purpose of purchasing and working nitrate works
Uý: of the syndicate. The articles of association were prepared by

the directors oI the syndicate, and stated specifically that the Pr
oc


