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PowWER.—S¢¢ APPOINTNUNT,
PRINGIPAL AND AGENT.

Aotion by the lord of o manor to recover
£78 1584, for o fine payable by the defendant,
on admission as tenant to a copyhold. The
defendnnt was admitted by C., whe had been
appointed by the steward of the mauor, to act
as his deputy for that turn. G, slso ncted as
the defendant’s attorney in the purohase of
the land. After the admission, the deferdnnt
gave C. a cheque for £87 10s. 6d., being the
amount of the lord’s fine, steward’s fees, and
C.'s chargos as the defendant's solicitor. At
C.'s request he crossed the cheque with the
nameof C.'s bankers, to whom the cheque was
duly paid by tho defendant's bankers. C.
became insolvent soon afrerwards. Zleld, that
as the chegne had been paid. it was the same
a8 pnyment in cash ; and that there was evi-
denceof pagwent for the jury. (Esxch. Ch.)—
Bridges v. Qarrett, L. R. 5 C. P. 45119 o
L R 4C. P 580; 4 Am. Law Rev. 297.

Sce Artorxey; Coxraact, 1, 8: Master

AND ServANT | NegLloexor, 2, 7.
Prioriry,

The plnintiff, being mortgagoe of certain
leasehold property, leat the lcaae to the mort-
gagor, to ennble bhim to raise money by &
gecond mortgage, but told him to inform the
second mortgngee of the first mortgage. The
mortgagor borrewed money of his banker's,
snd deposited the lease ns seourity, without
glving any notioe of the prior mortgage, Jield,
that the plaintiff’s mortgage must be post-
poned to the claim of the baukers —ZUriggs v.
Jones, L. R, 10 Eq 92,

Rarvway.

The plaintiif's gr: +tors sold a plecs of lond
to o railway company, which agreed that it
should forevor be used as a * firat-clags sta-
tion; " a station was aocordingly buiit, and
a railway was opened in 1843, In 1867, the
plaintit fled & bill alleging that the acoom-
modation was insufficient, and that only o
small number of trafus stopped there. Z#eld,
thut as the station had stood so long without
complatut, it must be presumed that the build-
ing was originally sutisfuctory; also that a

+ ¢ first-clnse station’ was not to be construed
to wmenau & first-olass building, but a place
where there were a8 many advantages for
stopplng as at apy other place on the line;
and the defendauts were restvaines from stop-
ping o lews pumber of traivs at this stativa
than at sy other station between the termini,
exocpting cxpress, special, or mail trains. —
Xood v. North Kastern haileway Co., L, R. D

Ch. 525: 8. 0, L. R. 8 Eq. 666; 4 Am. Law
Rov. 478,
e MasrRr anp Sesvaxt; Negucexes,
1, 8=6.
SaLs.

The defendants’ agents in Valparaiso pur.
ohnged for thems n cargo of soda, and chartered
the Precursor to bringit to England ; the soda
was soon after destroyed by an earthquake,
and the agents thereupon cancelled the charter,
Afterwards the defendants, being ignerant of
the deatruction, sold to the plaintiff the soda,
“being the entire parcel of nitrate of soin
expected to arrive at port of eall per Precar-
sor. ... Should any circumstance or nccident
prevent the shipment of the nitrate, ... thiy
coniract to he void.” The defendunts’ ngents,
upon hearing of this contract, bought suother
curgo of soda, and shipped it by the Precursor
to Euglund.  Zeld, that the contract did not
apply to the sodu which arrivel, the vuyage by
which it was brought not being the vuyage in~
tonded by the coutruet ~Sumith v. Myers, L. R.
6Q B. 429,

See Conrmextian Renarion; Coxvaacr. 8.

Srouniry.

K. sold su annuity to . for the life ol K.,
and covennnted to attenlnt an iusurauce offive
in order to have hiy life insured by 1., sud if
he went beyond the seas tuv pay any suws
which T. might Lu obliged to pay a8 additional
premiums ; it w3 also provided that X might
repurobnse the nnnuity at any time nt ity ori-
ginal price. 1. Insured K.'s life; afterwards
K. repurchased the anauity and claimed the
polic; . Jleld, that the polioy was the property
of T., and K was not eatitled to have it nsvigned
to him.-~Anoz v. Turner, L. R.6Ch. 516 8 .
L.R. 8 Eq. 1585; 4 Am. Law Rev. 718.

SETTLEMENT. ~See AvrorNvTaent; Estats Tarn:

Faaunutusr Converasce, 1,

Smr.

Tle defendant chartered a ship to take g u
oargn and proceed to & cortain port, “and
there, or 80 near theieto a8 she may safely got,
deliver the snid onrge in the usunl sud cus-
tomury manner.” At that port goods oun only
be landed ip lighters, which are furaished by
the merchuat The authurities there refused
for several days to nllow the sarge to be landed,
owing tu a threateusd bombardment of the poss,
1leld, thut the ship-owners could not muintelia
un action against the defondants for the delay.
{Exzch, Ch )—Ford v. Coiesworth, L. R 5 Q B.
844; 8.0. LR 4Q.D 127; 3 Am. Luw Rev 716
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