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NAME.-Çee WILL, 3.

NECESçiAR!ES,.-See SHîP.

NEGLIGENCE.

1. The plaintiff, wbo wvas standingc on a
road nt the side of a railway, saw a train pass
on the farther track, and after the train bad
passed, stepped npon the nearer track and
wss struck by another train. The carniage-
gate on thie side of the railway ncxt the plain-
tiff was open, and no danger-signal was
exhibited. The plaintiff might have seen tlîe
train whieh struck 1dm. Held, that there
was evidence of negligence on the part of the
railway compaîîy to go to the jury. -Directors
of North Eastern Jiailivay Co. v. WVanes,
L R. '7 H. L. 12 ; s. c. L. R. 6 Q. B. 481.

2. The plaintiff, who was crossing the de-
fendants' railway at a level crossing, wvas ln-
jured by a passing train. The plaintiff testi-
fied that he did not see nor hear the train
until it was close to bim ; that hie saw no
lighît on the train, and heard no whistling,
and that he was no servant of the defendants,
and did not hear any one caîl out. Held
(by BRAMWELL, POLLOCK and AMPHLETT,
BB., and MELLOR, JT.,-COCKBURtN, C.J., and
CLEASBY, B., disseîîtingl, that there was nu
evidence of negligence on the part of the de-
fendants to go to the jury. -Ellis v. Great
Western Jiailway Co., L. R. 9 C. P. (Ex.

Ch.) 551.
Sec BILL IN E.QuITY ; CARRIER ; PRINCI-

PAL AND AGENT.

NEXT FRIEND.-SCe PARTNERSIHIP, 1.
NOTIc.-&e BILLS AND NOTES, 2 ; LEGAcY, 2.

NOTICE TO QUIT.

W. let No. 5 of a block of bouses to, A. as
tenant from year to year. The defendant,
who was tenant of No: 4, hircd the cellai-s
of No. 5 from A., as yearly tenant froni
Michaelrnas ; A. to be allowed to do anything
required to the gas-meter in the cellars
-whcn defendant'a premises were openu. A.
gave Up bis house to W., who let the saine to
,one Davis, with knowlcdge of tbe defeudant,
to whîom no notice to quit wras given. Davis
gave Up his lease- to W., wiho let bouse No. 5,
*exprL.ssly ineluding the cellars, to the plain.
tiff for ten years from the 24th June, 1872.
On tbe 9th of July tbe paintlif gave the de-
fendant notice that he rcquie iîmediate
possession of the cellars, which the defendant
Tefused to give until be received a proper
notice to quit, and be did not give up pos-
session until Apnril 10, 1873. On the lOth
of January, the defendant cut off the plain-
tiff 's water by hanîmrneing up the service-pipe
passing througli àaid cellars sud cut off bis
supply of gas and severed his bell-wires. Said
watcr-pipes and bell.wires had been put into
the cellars without objection by the defen-
dant, but without his permission being asked.
Held, that no act of A. cotild deprive the
defeuidant of his right to a notice to quit ; but
that the defendant was hiable for cutting said
pipes sud wies as be had given a
license for placing said pipes and wircs in

the cellars, which could not; be revoked with-
out giving notice and allowing tixue for re-
moval.-Mlellor v. WVatkin.s, L. R. 9 Q. B.
400.

NOVEL.-See COPYRIGHLT.

NuisA&NCE.

The plaintiff kept a coffee-house on a nar-
row street ;and the defendants, who were
auctioneers, had a rear entrance next to the
plaintiff's entrance, at which they were load-
ing and unloading vans throughout the day,
thereby obstructing access to the plaintiff s
premises, diminishing light to such an ex-
tent that the plaintiff had to burn gas nearly
ail day, and causing an offensive sineli
from the stalings of the horses, whereby the
takings of the plaintiff's coffee-bouse were
materiaily lessened. Held, that the plaintiff
had shown sucli a direct, substantial, and
particular injury to hiniseif beyond that suf-
fered by the rest of the public, as to entitie
him to recover darnages from the defendants
for a nuisance.

The declaration alleged that the plaintiff '0
premises were rendered by the above acts of
the defendants "unhealthy and incommod-
ious, as well as a house of 'business as also as
a dwelling-house." Held, that evidence of
inconvenience from bad ameils occasioned by
the stalings of the horses was admissible un-
der the declaration. -Benjarntin, v. Storr, L.RB.
9 C. P. 400.

Sec LicE-x«.

OWNER. -Se BAN-KRtupTcy.

PARTNERSRIP.

1. A bill for dissolution of partnership aY
be maintained on behalf of a person who has
become n.ermanently insane, althnugh not; s0
found by inquisition.-Jones v. Lloyd, L. R
18 Eq. 265.

2. By partncrship articles it was agrced
that the death of eithcr of the four partncrs
should not dissolve the partnership, and that
the share of the partner who died should be as-
certained at the succecding half-yearly stock-
taking, and paid iii instalments to lis repre-
sentatives. Two partners died, but no stePs
wcre taken. to ascertain their shares. Subse-
quently the surviving partners became balk«
rupt. Hdld, that the creditors of the foiut
original partners had no right to bave the
property which had belongcd to the partner-
ship of the four applicd in paynient of th6"'
debts, in îîriority to the creditors of the tWO
surviving partners.-Iit rec Simpson, L. B.
Ch. 572.

See DIsTRESs ; MAR5HALLING AssETS;

MUTUAL INSIURANCE COMPANY.
PARTY.-See EASEMENT; LicENSE.

PLEÂDING.

Action in the Lord Mayor's Court in Loa-*
don by indorsec against acceptor of a bill Of
cxchange. Plea to the jurisdiction. d4
that though the plea, admitted acceptanlt
presentment and dishc'nour somewhere, i i
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