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ta an instrument sealed and delivered, anti it was
contended, in .Xenos v. -Wick/iam, that there lied
licen ne sufficient tiolivery of the deed.

Thse plaintiffs, who were shipowners, instructeti
an insurance brôker te effeet an insurance upen
one ofitheir ve, sels. Thohbroker agreed with the
defèndants, wtso were an insurante conipany (now
sued in the namne of their chairînan) te effect a
policy of insurance iu accertieuce cvitb the in-
structions hie had receiveti frorn the plainitiffs.
The defendants macle out the policy and signeti
and sealed it, anti left it in thse banda of one of
their cierks to be given to the plaintiffs, or their
broker wlieuever they might choese te cati for il.
After thle pol7icy tes s0 matie, thse brokor, wtithent
any autbority frein thse plaintiffs, tolti the tiefen-
dents tisat tise insurance tees cancelieti. Thse
tiefeudl ints thise eupou roturued the proiui tisey
bâd received iu respect of tise insurance, and
treated tise policy as cencelleti. Subseqnently
the plaintiffs vessel secs lest, anti the plaintiffs
clairned tise ameunt insured under the pelicy.
Tîee tictentints refused te pay-first, on the
grounti thet tise pelicy bcd neyer iseen tiuly de-
livered as a tieed, inasmucis as it lied elwcys
rernainied in tiseir possession. Secentily, on tise
gronind that, oven if the instrument lied been
dauly execuâtod it lied been cencelled hy tise con-
sent andi et tlie roquest of the plaintiffs. Tise
Bouse of Lords decideti botis of tisese peints in
favor cf the plaintiffs. Five ef tise jutiges de-
Iivered opinions on tbe case in enswer te the
que-tiens of tise Boeuse. M. Smitli aud Willes,JJ , tisouglit tisat tise tiefendants were net liable
on the policy, wisile Pîgott, B., Mellor andi Bleck-
hurii JJ., seere cf opinion that the tiefendants
score lisible. Tise Bouse of Lords took tisis latter
vie )f tbe case. The effect cf tbe jutigments
ot tîîi. Lnrd Chwncellor and cf Lord Cran w ortis
i -isat no fociicel act is necessary for the de-
lî very ot a deed. A dcccl tay take effoct altisougli
it is never delivereti te tise person whis is te be
beiectlîd isy it, or te any person on bis bebalf.

-TlîŽ efficîcy of a dcccl depeetis upon its being
sealed atnd delivered by tlie maker, net on bis
ceasing te rotnin possession of it." The deed
purperceti te be signed, sealeti, and delbvered by
thse directers lu the ordinary course of business,
anti if that diti net make it bindîug upen thse
tiofendants, it is dîffionît te ses wisat wculd bave
tisat effeotý On tise second point, viz , sebetiser
thie broker lied eny implieti autiscrity te cancel.
tise dcccl, se as te, relievo tise defeudents frem
liability under it, the Boeuse aIse decided in fa-
veur cf the plaintiffs. Thore was net se mudli
différenceo0f opinion on tliis question. Four ont
of tise five judges who delivered opinions iu tlua
case tiseuglit that thie broktr's cancellatien of thse
pclicy witiseut express eutbority freont bis pr'nci-
pals diti net release thse defeudants:- itn otlier
words, that an agent, te make a contract, hes no
implied autisority te rescind it efter it lias been
duily made by bim. Willes, J., teck a somnewhlat
different viow, holding tisa tise transaction le-
tween tise breker andthe fldtefendants was neyer
completecl anti tisat tise cancellation must le re-
gardeti as part and parcel of that transaction.
The Lord Chanceller anti Lard Cranworth fol-
loceti on tisis peint tise opinion expresseti by thse
suajority of the jutiges.

IRISH REPORTS.

TALBOT v. TALBOT.

Coss-lmputations sn the character of a soticitor er ethler
sfficer of the court.

Wlîere, in ftie course of aiiy provueding in1 the court, ipu-
ttions are cast on fthe character of one cf ifs officers, as
suchlfie me entitieci te, oppoe for thec purpuee cf eLoftuil
ing hnîcisf theicfroin, and te get fois costs if successflL

[fl),cembfer 9, 186e7-16 W. Rl. 201.]

In tbis case a motion was macle on boisaif cf
George Hlenry Talbot, the petitioner in eue cf
several matters, untier tbe followiug circuin
stances-

George Talbot seas entitieti to e suin cf £68
fer costs, untier a decee madle in tise suit lu
1864. Jeisu H. Talbsot, tise guardian of a miner
respentieutin tise saine teat ter, -wcs entitled, aise
under tise saine tiecree, te e sum of £117 for
costs. Iu tcxing thse former sain, tise taxiug
master lad taxeti the costs under thse tiecree,
anti they fisereby leceme, untier tise express
terme of the deorce, a charge upon a certain
estate celled tise Castledawson Estete. lu tax-
iug thse latter sum, tlie texing master lied taxeti
the costs against George H. Talbot porsonaîly.
Tisis suin was tdne te the fermer solicitor for
John H. Talbot, Mr. Stepisens, wbo threatened
te issue execution against George Il. Talbsot for
the emounit, anti tise latter servod notice of the
present motion fer an erder te stay tise issning
of execution or otiser proceedings, anti for liberty
te set off the said suin of £68 ageinst a like
emeunt of tbe saiti suin of £117. lu support of
tise motion tise solicitor fer George B. Talbot
macle an affidaivit contaiuing some refleetions ou
the cisaractor of Mr. Stepisens as a profossional
inan. Mr. Stepisens instructeti couisel te ap-
pear on tise motion, anti defenci hum frein tisese
inmputations. The motion isaviug heem cliposed of,
application was male on beboif cf Nlr. Stepisens,
for tise ccst of cppearing tisereon. Thbis was re-
sisteti, on tise grond tiset hoe couldtakele notiig
isy tise motion.

WAI.SE, M. B., ger.Stepisens bis costs, on
thse groinc, tisai wheuever imputations score
macle on tise cisaraeter cf an efficer of tise court,
as sucis, in thse course of any proceodings before
if, hoe sas entitieti te appeer andi defend iisacf
frein tisoi.

UNITED STATES REPORTS.

RUNTINGTON V. OoDENSBIJaO5t AND LAKS
CHCAMPLAIN RAfLteAD COMSPANY.

Whsrs a porsen empleyed toc a certai n termi et a fixed salary
payable monthly te wrongfully diseharged before the end
cf thse fera, hoe may sus for eacli mGnth's salary as if
becomes dee; and the first judgment wilt net lie a bar te,
another action for sislary subsequosntly ccmieg due.

(7 Ain. Law Rteg. 143.)

Thiis sces an action brougist te recever fer con-
structive services frein tise lat cf July te tise lst
of September, 1866.

Tise plaintiff proved a coufract for services as
station agent for ton monftlîs, freint March I st,
1866, et $100 per mnth, payable mnutsy ; that
ou tbe 7tli day cf lune lie amas disebargeti witl-
out cause ; thet lie lied et ail timos helti himself


