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DIGEST OF' ENGLs.sss LtAn REPOsRTS.

but treei n'es net allegefi in tIe bill. Held,
tisai the first merigage difi net cover sep
aftersvards brought epen the ren ; anfi that on
the pleedings tise plaintiffs hcd ne dlaim egaiesi
sncb sheep onteifl ec mortgege. Frend muet
ha spaeiflcchly clargef.- Wcisicr v. Power, Lan'
Rap. 2 P. C. 69.

2. A., B., C. and D. gave a morigage te tha
detendant, n'ho covcnanted te recoevey, on pay-
ment et tise nerigage debi, te the merigegors,
as tenanîts in commen, their heirs and assigns,
or othern'isa, as thay shonîfi direct. Soe
chanenos n'ere meade in fIe respactive interesis
et the usorigegers. A. diefi, aed tise lehi n'es
paid. A draft et c, recenvoance te C. and Di.
n'es ebjectefi te, as centaining taise recntais.
A def, n'itls ne renitais, exeeuited by B. C. and
Di., cnd the uder acd executor et A.. n'as there-
upen tenflerefi te tisa defenflent, n'ho refusýef te
exeet it, flemasîding blet tise agreements
eteeticg tise interests et tisa mort gegors sisonif
ha recitefi. lid, that, alhough dfctndani ivas
net bonî te exeente c deei n'ilh taise recitais,
ha ceulfi net objeet te one concerrefi in by ehl
parties in icterst becense it containefi noc.-
HaJe,y v. Burtoe, Lan' Rap. 3 Ch. 8165.

,Se Eeesrv PlEAnîNe AND PtsACTICE, 2; EX-
ON ERATPE.

preantion, n'as net adoptefi. IIdd, enfilaient
evidence te warrant a jury lu flnding tit thc
defendants wera guilty et iegligence and liable,
evan tisough tiha workmcen n'ere s0 aise. ZDan iel
v. Meire-pe/itess 1ailivay Co., Law' R. 3 C.P. 216.

Se MASTFRé ANDS) 515v 5'ST, 2; RAn n'A-%'.

NEGOTIAsss. INSTMIMENT.-Se6 DYBar.sssiaa, 2.

NOTICsc.-S<ýee ATTACIIMFENT; BvANHE; COMPvANv, 3.

ý L'ths..vr os Mase sRI'G.
In e suit by a n'ite for nuliity. on tise grounfi

et the husbaed's impotence, the oly evidenca
ot the sae n'as that of the petitiener, n'hich
n'as contreficted by the rasponfient. The
mnefical n'itnesses testiflefi tisai sIe mighb hava
hcd regular intercorre n'ith lier heshanfi con-
sîstently n ith tis aeppeerances, cnd there n'ero
cirenmstaces discroditing tise xsifo's testimeny.
A decrea n'as refused.- U. v. J., Law' Rap. 1
P. & Di. 460.

OBSCssNr PtUBL5IATION.
A pamphlet, eetitled "lTse Confessiomil Un-

mnaskef," besidas innocent caseisticai diseus-
siens, coutainefi obseena axtreets frocs Cetlsolic
n'ritars, n'ith cenflemnatory notes. Tt n'es pubý
hishefi and solfi et cost, solely for controversial

perpoes. Tt n'as orderefi te ha flestroyed en-
fler stet. 20 & 21 Vie. cep. 83, sec. i. (Maller, J.,,

NImLIL',CE atsitente.) Tt being torne to e obsene, as a
1. The defendents providefi gengn'ays from fact, n'ithin that statnte-, the intention te break

the shsore to ships iy ing in their dock, tise the law must be inferrcd, and w as net justified
hy an elterior gondi ebjeet. - TAe fjacn vegassgwas s eing madea wit h matcrials belonging kýIn a. .1.30

te tise fefeeflants, andi mecaged by their ser- ikln a Rp . .80

vants. The plaintiff n'nt on board a ship in AETK sa.SeCe ovo ecsiN
saifi dock on business, at tise invitation of oe PAssTIrS.-S6C VEsoORSs X-NI Punsei.ss-ns 0F lIe 51

ef the ship's effces; and, n'hile ha n'es there, tsSAT.
defendants' servants moved the gangway, cnd PAaRssNERSn'.
m-gligerîtly left it insecure, se that lb gave n'ey, Tise plaintiff and defenfiant enterefi ito part-
and tisa plainitif n'as injured on, bis rature, nership as solicitor~s, for a term of seven yns
n'ithout siegligene on bis part. IIelsI (by the plainLtif paying apremines of YÈ00. Thea
Bovili, C. J., ced Byles, J.; IKeating, J., dxiii- defenflant, befote entcring !ite the partnersbip,
tantec), thet there n'as c duty on the defedants lcnew that the plaintiff was inexperiencefi and
ton arf the pliitiif Dot te lai the gangwcy ba ineompetent iii bis profession, and gave that as
iasecure, nithont warniug hin, and tlïat ha a reason for the ansotnt of the preniaee asked.
ceuld recover dandeges for lis injuiries -Sos lt/ Alter tno yecars, the detendant n rote te the
v. London & St. Katharine -Deck Ce., Law' Rep. plaintiff, econsiag bite of negligence, aed say-
3 C. P. 326. îîîg that tae partnership must le dissois cd, ai-d

2. The plaintiff, while travelling by tihe de- tisai ho lied instruetefi ceunsel te file a bll for
fendants' railway, wes injurefi by the feul ef an tlsat purpese. Plaintiff thereupori ffiefl a bill
iron. girder, n'hith n'eriman, not unfler the for ak dissolution, anci for a reteen et a part et
defendaets' contrel, wara employefi in pîccing tiha preînium, propertiolsate te the unexpirefi
ecrees the waeus et the rciln'ay. t n'es proved portion of the terrm. Jld (reversisîg tbe doci-
iliat tIc n'ork n'as very dangereus; ibat tise sien et Stuart, T. C.), that the plaisîtiff couldl
defenflauts kn' of the danger; ihatit lbnas recover.-Aieeed v. -Mande, Lan'e Ilcî Ch,ý f69.
usual, n'hen. sncb n'ork n'as goieg on, for bbc PATENT.
Comspany te place c nman te signal te the n'ork- 1. Tise speelficatin et o a patent rn ciie
mnen tise approcch et a train; ced thet ibis tisa precees se insefcýiently SI s b) ', andii
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