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iîEST OF THE ENGLIsa LÂw REPORLTS.

INFÂNCY.
The îsrisoner was convicted of having " un-

lawfuily taken an unmarried.girl, beinsg unler
the age of sixteen years, out of the possession
and against tise wili of lier father." The girl
vys in tact oiy fourteeiî, but looked urucli

Over sixteen ;and site told the prisoner that;
site was eigliteen, sud the prisoner beiieved
liei. JIeld, (by KELLY, C.B., (2LEASBY, POL-
LOC2K, snd AMPHLET-i, BB., and GRoVE,

QaInsd IDEN-mÂN,, JJ.,-BEI'T, J., dis-seittingi, that the conviction should be
affirmed.- The Qtuccn v. Prince, L. R. 2 C. C.
154.

INJI'XCTION.
The lessee of a theatre subiet certýiin boxes

in the theatre to the plailitiff, togetlsur ivith
egress sud regreas to sud froin the boxes
during ail sncb nights as the theastre should
be open for the exhibition of aiiy opera or en-
tertajument off or 111)1 the stage, exoept balis
suld niasquerades ; reserviug to the lessor tIse
rigb1t to enter to repair ami clean. Sbe
qîsently, and at a tirne wheit no ilientrical pe~r.
formnances were going on, the lessor ieased the
theatre to Moody anti Sankey for religions
mieetingsansd for tItis purpose boarded'over
the plaintiff's boxes. Tbe plintiffprayed an

ijntion. IIeld, tbat inasmnch as tbe
bojardit wss only tesuporsry, and wouid Le
removed before tbe operaîic season began,and(
did flot injure the boxes, au injan ction would
not be granted.-Leader v. Moody, L. R. 20
Bq. 145.

LÂNDLORD kNiD TENÂNlýr.-Sce LEASE ; RENT.

LEASE.
1. The plaintiff beld a public-bouse under

a lease from tIse defendant, contsining s pro-
Vciso, ibat, at tbe expirationt of the terni, al
sucb sums of nsoney as could be proctired for
the good ivili of the business of a liceused vie-
tualler in respect of ssid preiuises slîould Le-
long to tise plaintiff. At the expiration of
the lease, the defeitdant clairned ais increased
rent, sud a suns by wsy of prelujuin. The
plaintifi refused ihese terns suad the pre-
msises were leased to one B. ai ais incressed
rent, sudsa premiîîm of £1, 310f, for a fourteen-
yesrs' ]ease. Nothing under tite usine of good
iviii was psid by B. It was fouud by an
arhitrator that the rent reserved was a sufi-
dcent rentai. for tbe premises without sny
bonus, apsrt; from tbe special value which
the premises possessed owing to the old
sud s.uccessful businîess wbich hsd been
carried ou there by tlîe plaintiff; sud
Rlso that tise good will of the plaiîstiff would.
if beionging to the dlefendaîsi, have been
Worthî over £1,300i. JJeld, that tIse lîroviso
hsd been broken ; sud that, ils determining
the value of tIse good will, tbe arbitrator wsys
flot to Le guided sbso]utely lîy the fact tisai
£1,300 basdbeeîs paid by B. as psemium, sud
tlsst he wvss to cousider tise incressed valuse of
the good will by resson of tite general im-
Irovement of the locality. -Llwellynt v. P«
therford, L. R. 10 C2. P. 456.

2. Ais agreemtenst foir au under-lesse wa's
1usad. between s lessee aîsd the dlefendaîsi, cois-

theCng among others, tise foilowing tenis
Telease to coutiis an extract of the coven-

anis in the originsal lease, sud tise proposedl
lease uot to be soid, or aîîy portion of tise
property unsderlet, wiihout the consent in
îvriting of said sînder-lessor. The original
lesse coutained a lîrovi>o for re-entry in case
of breaeb of covenant ; bist there was ne cov-
enant againat uîsderlettiîsg. The defendant
uînderlet. sud has lessor eîstered, sud brought
ejectnseist. Hdld, titat the plaiutiffwas prop-
erly iionstsited, as lie lisd no right of eutry
unter ssii agreemnt for bresch of covensat
flot to uiîderlet.-raicley v. Price, L. R. 10
Q. B. 302.

See FRAL'DS, STrUTE 0F ;INJUNCTION
RENT.

LEoAcy.

Bquest of residue ils trust to psy the in-
terest balf-yearly " to psy my sous C. sud J.
eqîsaliy fur their natursi lives, sud ai their
deatîs the prinîcipal to Le divided equally be-
tweenl tîte cbildren of tise sajd C. sud J."
Hclti, tuai " ai their dc-stb " ruerait " ai the
destn of esci rc-spectively ; " sud that, titere.
fore, tise chuldren of C. were entitled ai bis
desthl to one-itaîf tbe pniincipa.-Wills v.
Wills, L. R. 20 Eq. 342.

See ADEIMPnoN ; ANNUITY ; DEvisE.

LIsEL.
Declaration tisai the defendants falseiy sud

rualiciously printed sud publisiet] the plsin-
tiffs' naines under the iseadiisg "First meeting
under tbe iiew Baiskriiitcv Act," nhesing
thereby thaï; the plainitifs bsnd becouse bsuk-
rupt. Iii fsct, tîte plainitiffs' naines were in-
serted by inistake under the above headiug,
iuste-ad of under the beadiisg " Dissolution of
Partuersbips." The jury found that the pub-
lication svss libellons, sud gave dainages £50.
The defeîsdants moved for arreat of judgirient
on tbe ground thai tise deciaration disclosed
no cause of actions, and for s new triai because
of excessive daînages. The court refused the
motions. -Shepheard v. Witutkei, L. R. 10 C.
P. 502.

LiEN.
A. contrscted witls Il. to bîsy a certain

qnantit 'y of rails, the conti sot containing the
f'ollowiiîg stipulatioin . " Payainut to Le miade
by buyer's acceptance of seller's drafts at six
itiontiis' date agaiîsst inîspector's certificate of
aliproval, and wlîarfinger s certificate of escu
500 toits being stacked sisd ready for ship-
nient." TIse wharfinger's sud inspector's cer-
tificate were, as tlsey were signed, delivered
to A. iu excissuge for bis acceptances of
bills ai six mnonths, wiec bills B. negotiated.
The lilaintiff advanîced A. moîsey against
fhree of saiti Nwhrfingu-r's certificates. A. Le-
canne insolvent, sud luis acceptances wvere dis-
lsonoured. The rails were stili in B. 's bauds.
Tbe piaintiif filed a bill, in wiuiclt lie claimed
a lient for luis sdvances oit tise rails meîsîioned
iii lis certificates suad lie alleged, iluat, se-
cordiiig to the etusiom of tIse mron trade, said
whanliiuger's certilicates were ils fact warrants;
aud lie 1 ryed an iîjunicion restraiiuing B. frous
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