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in the firm’s name, stating that part was in
payment of costs due the firm, and the rest to
wake arrangements with the client’s creditors.
The solicitor misappropriated ihe money. Held,
that the transaction with the client was within
the scope of the partnership business; and that
the partners were jointly and severally liabie
to make good the amount, but that all the part-
pers were necessary parties to a suit in equity
for that purpose —dtkinson v. Mackreth, Law
Rep. 2 Eq. 870, ’

2. If the defendant does not plead no signed
bill delivered, an attorney may rely on a con-
tract for a specific sum for business to be done,
without producing a bill, or showing charges
smourting to the sum.—Crarth v. Rutland, Law
Rep. 1 C. I, 642,

3. The attorney of a married woman retained
in a divorce suit has a lien for his costs on her
glimony in his hands.—Ex parte Bremner, Law
Rep. 1 P. & D. 254.

See Propueriox or DocuMExTs, 1; TRUSTEE, 2.

Spec1Ftc PERFORMANCE. — See DisCOVERY; EAsE-
MEST.
S10PPAGE 1N TRANSITU.

A French firm, M. & D., sold goods through
their agent in England to S. & T., payable by
bill at three months, and shipped the same. A
bill of lading was delivered to S. & T, in
exchange for their acceptance at three months.
Afterwards, the bill of lading was redelivered
to M. & D.’s agent to hold as security against
the acceptance, T., a member of the firm of
8. & T., subsequently obtained the bill of
lading from M. & D.’s agent by a fraudulent
misrepresentation, and indorsed and delivered
itto P. for value, without notice of the fraud.
Held, that M. & D.s right of stoppage in tran-
site was gone.—ZPcase v. Gloahec, Law Rep. 1
P. 2,219,

THREAT.

At the trial, before justices, of an informa-
tion against A. & B., under 6 Geo. 1V, c. 129,
sec. 3, for unlawfully, by threats, endeavoring
to force C. to limit the number of his appren-
tices, it appeared that C. was a master-builder,
and A. and B. president and sccretary of a
bricklayers’ association. C.’'s men having left
hin, he wrote, three weeks after, to B, as
sccretnrj, asking why the men were taken from
him, and what they required him to do. Ata
meeting of the association, at which A. & B.
were present, a reply was sent stating a reso-
tion, passed some time before, that no socicty
bricklayer would work for B. till he parted with
some of his apprentices. The justices convicted
A & B. IHecld, on a case stated, that as the

justices had not stated that they had drawn
the inference that sending the resolution was a
threat, the court ought not to draw such infe-
rence from the evidence, and that the convic.
tion ought not to stand. Quare, whether the
combination of the men was illegal.— Wood v,
Bowron, Law Rep. 2 Q. B. 21.
TrusTee,

1. A trustee cannot exact any bonus in res-
peet of great advantages acerued to the cestuis
que {rustent from services incident to the per
formance of duties imposed by the trust deed,
and a settled account by a cestui que trust, allow-
ing such bonus was set aside.—Barrett v. Hart-
ley, Law Rep. 2 Eq. 789.

2. A solicitor, holding the deeds of an estate
mortgaged to his client, deposited them with a
banker, as security for money with which he
bought an estate for himself. When the mort-
gage was paid, he used the mortgage money in
repaying the banker’s loan, but told his client
that he had re-invested it in other good secu-
rity. Iis client thereupon executed a reassign-
ment of the mortgage; but the solicitor never
re-invested the money sthough he paid interest
thereon till his death. Held, ihat the client
had alien on the estate bought by the solicitor.
— Hopper v. Conyers, Law Rep. 2 Eq. 549.

3. A marriage scttlement declared that money,
then in the hands of the wife's brother, should
be held by three trustees (one being the bro-
ther) on trust, to pay her, at her written
request, the whole or any part absolutely, and,
till such request, on trust, when and as the
same should come into the trustees’ hands, to
invest the same, and pay the interest to the
wife for life, for her separate usc, and, after her
death, as she should by will appoint; and, in
default of appuintment, to the husband. The
money was allowed to remain thirteen years
in the hands of the brother, who paid the hus-
band the interest and part of the principal,
with the wife’s knowledge. On bill by the
wife, after death of the husbard and insolvency
of the brother, against the three trustces, keld,
that the trustees were guilty of a breach of
trust, but that the wife was debarred by acqui-
escence from claiming as against the two trus-
tees who had neglected to call in the money.—
Jones v. Higgins, Law Rep. 2 Eq. 538.

Sce WiLr, 4, 6 ; MorTGAaGE, 3.

Urtra Vines.

Seinble, that the directors of a tailway com-
pany have no puwer to make a contract so as
to give another railway company an interest
in the traffic which may be carried on a line
of railway which the dircctors’ company may



