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in thc flrm's name, statîng that part wvas in
paymrent of cesta due tic firm, and tic rcst to
inake arranicments with tho clieît's creditors.
The soli citer nîisappropriated dic moncey. IIeld,
that the transaction witlî the client was within
dhe SCapC of the partnership business; and that
die partncers wei-e jointly and sevcrally liable
te ma-c good theanontint, but that àill the part-
sers were necessary parties to a suit iii eqllity
for tlînt pur pos.-Atk-iisot v. iM<wkret/î, Lawv
Rep. 2 Eq. 5710.

2. If tlue deféendant dees not plead rio sigîîcd
bill delivcrcd, an attorncy may rcly on a con-
tract for a speciflo sumn for business te bc donc,
witliout producing a bill, or slîowing charges
amnounting te thc sum.--rilh v. Rzdleand, Law
Rep. I C. P". 64.19

3. Tlîc attorney of a niarricd womnan retaincd
in a divorce suit lins a lien for bis costs on lier
alimeny iii bis hîands.-Ex parte Brcinecr, Lnw
hep. 1 P. & D. 254.
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SEcIFIC PERFORMANCE. - Sec DiscoVEiîY; EASE-
MiENT.

STrOPPAG(E In TRANSITU.
A French firin, M. & D., seld goods tlirough

their aîgent in Englnnd to S. d. T., payable by
bill nt thîrce nionfls, and shippcd tlîe ame. A
bill cf ladin-g wns delivered to S. & T., in
e.xehang:, e for thîcir acceptance ait thrce nionths.
Aftervnrds, the bill cf lnding was reclivered
Io Mu. &t 1).'s agent to hîold ns secuirity against
the acceptance. T., a niember of the flrm of
S. d. T., subscqucntly obtaincd tlîc bill of
hading froin M. 4- D.'s agent by a frandulent
iuisrepresentatioa, and indersed and delivcrcd
it te P. fer value, without notice of thie fraud.
JId, thuat M. & D.'s rigTht of stoppage in tait
situ wvns gonc.-Pcase v. Gloakcc, Law Rcp. 1
P. .iý. 219.

111PEAT.

At tic trial, beforo justices, cf au informa-
tion nçrinst A. &. B., under 6 Geo. IV., c. 129,'
sec. 3, for unlawfully, by threats, endenvoring
to force C. to limit the number of bis appren-
tices, it appeared that C. was a inaster-builder,

and A. and B. 1presidexît and sccretary of a
bricklaycrs' association. C.'s mcn hiaving lcft
hha, hc -wrotc, three wceks after, to B., as
secretary , asking wvhy the mca werc takea from
Iiim, and whiat thîcy requircd lii to dIo. At a
ieeting of thie association, at whiici «A. & B.

werc present, a rcply wns sent stating a r'tso-
tion, 1 inssed some time beforo, thiat ne secict.y
bricklayer would work for B. tili hoe parted with
sonte of hîis apprentices. Thue justices convictcd
A. & B. Hedd, on a case etated, that as tho

justices had not statcd that thcy had drawn
thie inféece Oinat sending tlie reselution wvas a
threat, the court ouglit not to draw such infe-
rence from tic evidence, and thiat Uie convic-
tiun oughit not te stand. Quîoec, wlicthicr thie
cenibiuntion of the mca was illega.- 1lVood v.
Bowvro,, Law Rep. 2 Q. B. 21.

TitusTrEz.

1. A trustec cannet exact any bonus in res-
pect of great advantiires accrtied te tlîe cestii
que tru.stent frein services incident te thie per
formance of duties imposed by the trust doed,
and a scttlcd acceu nt by a ccstui que trust, allow-
ing sudi bonuis was set aside.-Baerett v. Hart-
ley, Law Rep. 2 Eq. 789.

2. A solicitor, holding the deedd of an o-state
mortgagcd te bis clienît, deposited thoran wiflî a
bauikcr, as security for moncy with wlîich lie
bouglit an estate for hîimsclf. Wliea the mort-
gage wvas paid, lie uscd tlîe mortgagc moncy in
repayiîîg the banker's bann, but told bis client
thiat he hiad re-investcd it in other goed socu-
rity. lis client tlieroul)on executcd a reassif-n-
ment of Uic mortgage; but the solicitor nover
re-investod the menteythough ho paid iaterest
thîcreon tili lus death. Ilela!, Ldm1 thie client
liad a lion on the estate bought by the solicitor.

-Hopper v. Conyers, Law Rep. 2 Eq. 549.
3. A nuarriago settloment declared Iliat moîioy,

thoen in the lînnds of the wifc's brother, sheuld
1)0 held by throo trustees (one being thic bro-
ther) on trust, te pay lier, at lier writtca
request, tlîe abloIe or any part absolutely, and,
tubl such requebt, on trust, wlicn and as tho
,saine should come into tlîe tru.stees' bands, te
invest the sam.e, and pay tlîe intercst te the
wife for life, for lier soparate use, and, aftor ber
dcath, as slio should by uvihi appoint; and, in
defittult of îîppviatmont, te the lbusbnnd. The
mnoey uvas ahhowed te romain thiirteen years
in the bands of tîxo brother, uvbo paid the bus-
band the intercat and part of the principal,
withi theo wuife's knowlcdge. On bill by tho
Nvife, after dealli of thie husband and iasolvency
of tbe brother, against tho threo trustees, heU,
Iluat the trustees wcrc guilty of a breachi of
trust, but that the wife was debnrred hy acqui-
escence froni Clainîingr as against the two trus-
teeswho liad neglcted te caîl iii the inony.-
Joe v. Ifiyqiyis, Law Rep. 2 Eq. 538.

ScC WILLY .1, 6; OTÀE 3.
ULTRA \'ntES.

Scmnbie, that thre directors of a railwvav coin-

pan'y hiae ne pto% er to niake a coatract se as
te give anotlier railway comipnny an intercat
in tIre trnffic % loh iay bo carried on a line
of raihwav-y flich ie dlirctrîrs* Companry icy
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