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47 nWhich l.ord St. Leconards lays it down

settled that a devise to A. for life,

rainde t() bis issue, with superadded
lI1flital'oni l, a mariner inconsistent

a tlC5'cnît framl A. Lvi 1iv to the word

Ide 1 t'l~je oPeratiori of a word of purchase,
add1 ~ hatwhere there are u1)eradded

Mords of hlmitation, and the issue can take

the f) andi th ere is only a limitation over in

acontnget event, tlic issue wilî take as 1)ur-

c. 'rs ccording La1 ,s v. 3losley, 1 y. &

5, fol; n prvosatoiis Cave,
J., thýt he asebeoreliiiiseemed ex-

4actlý. to Ifleet this description.
I~ ~ .IV i.IL XCU II,) CONTRACT.

Th~last case in this nuinber of the Q. 1B. 1).

v. Leauingi 1). 5 79. which reqilires
a rif notice. An Imperial enactment, de-

Cidefi to be flot nierely directory but iml)era
tivec, required evcry contract made by an

Urba)il sanitar, authority, over a certain
arrîount )to be not only in writing but seaîed

with the coninon seal of such authority. The
,defendants, an urban sanitary authority, cml-
Ployed the l)laintiffs to do certain work under

a cotrt, in wrfting but not under th cm

aflId the defendants hiad the benefit of it. It
'Vas coten-dcd that under these circu nistances,

the defendants were at ail events liable to PaY

for* the work at a fair price, and cases were

Cnited to Shew that corp)orations are liable at
10onlaw, quasi ex con/rac/a, to pay for

thrk ordered by their agents and donc under
teraulthorit. T1he Court of Appeal, box"-

e2ver, u1nanilloîsl. hieid these cases not in

Point, for that they hadc tîhen to construe and
ap)yan Act of Parliarnent, and if they Nwere

to hol the defendants liable to pay for xvhat
haid bee donc under the contract, thcY

ieffect be repealing the Act, and
depriving9the ratepayers of that protection

irlnetintended to secure for themn.

for ti?'-Y L. J., observes, P. 585 "it is not
Ils or any other Court to decline to give

ityflt to a1 Clearly expressed statute, because
itMy lead to apparent liardship)."

1PRACTICE CASES.

The cases in the April number of the Pro-

bate D)ivision, 7 P. 1). pp. 21-60, are ail of

thern either ecclesiastical or mnaritime cases,

and do not appear to contain anything re-

î1airing notice here. L

'l'Hi, bill for the admission of lawyers fron,

Ontario to J)ractice in Manitoba has no'v

passed the legislatUire of that province, so that

there will, probably, soon be a renewed

exodus of mi-embers of the profession to that

somiewhat unînvitiflg promised land. For our

owl lpart we would prefer to look on at a

respectful distance. Stili, as the latest ad-

vices from- Winnipeg report everyofle happy

and l)rosl)crous, mnany more enterJ)risiflg

spirits will J)robably accel)t the invitation

tendered hy the legisiature. T1herc .should

be no difficulty in gettin, the City Solicitor-

shilp of Orbbyn Cit y or the City of Manches-

ter to begin with at any rate ; although pro-

bably WVinnipeg lias more lawyers to the

square acre than any other place on the

face of the earth.

REPORTS

RECENT ENGISH PRACTICE CASES.

(Collected anid prepared by A. Il. K. Li, WioV, ESQ.)

JACKSON V. Lî'FcHFIEIA).

Julif. O. 9, r. 6; 0. 42, r. S- On(;t. liales 40,34

/ud'ncn aai nst f ai tnt'iv- LaCàion oj 'on-

strucil o JdC/(l'r/S

la an action against a partne' ship firn, judgment

cýiOflt be enterc<I against an individual inctuber of the

hirii w'ho lias mnade ,Iefault ini appearing.
IApril -, c'. of A. 1.. R. 8Q. Il. 1). 474.

In this action the writ Nvas isstied against a

partnershih) fiir in the naine of the firmn, and

was serveci in accordance w~ith the ruie and order

on one of the 1 )artacrs. AIl ihe partriers entcrcd

an appearafice ecCCIt one, against whonm the

plaintif ni)vCCi ta siga judgifleat separatcli, for-

xvant of appearafice.
The I)ivisional Court refused ta alw this,

and the Court of Appeal now upheld their dcci

s ion.


