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been agreed between the testator aud the plain.
tiff, that if the testator should not nialre pub-
lic the plaintiffrs conduct, the plaintiff would
not sue on the bond; and that the testator
had flot made the adultery public. Held,
that there was no consideration for said agree-
muent. Demurrer allowed .- Browm v. Brinc,
1 Ex. D. 5.

4. The plaintiff contracted to seii the de-
fendantcertain iron, deliverable ini June, 1873.
On June 2, and again in the mniddle of June,
the defendant requested the plaintiff to allow
the delivery to stand over; and accordingly
nothing was done until Aug. 1, when the

plintiff wrote to the defendaut, asking wheu
he would take delivery ; the defendant on

Ang. 9 asked more time, and the plaintiff
waited for a reasouable turne. and on Oct.
20, 1874, began this action for breach of con-
tract in refusing to accept or psy f'or the iron.
The defendant contended that there was a
hubstituted verbal agreemTent not enforeable
under the Statute of Frauda. Held, that it
appeared that there was neither a binding
agreemnt to enlarge the time of delivery,
îîor a substituted contract; and that dàrnages
ought to be estimated according to the price
of iron at a reasonable turne after the defend-
ant's letter of A ug. 9. -Hick-ma,î v. Haynes,
L. IL 10 C. P. 598.

5. The defeudant sold to the plaintiff the
exclusive right of' using a certain patent in
Berlin. At the turne of the sale the defend-
ant had no such exclusive right, nor auy pat-
ent in Prussia ; nor could hie acquire such pat-
ent, .as the Prussian governinent uniforrnly
x-efused to grant a patent for inventions ai-
ready pateiuted in a foreigu country as this
had been. AUl this was known to the plain-
tiff ; but hie purchased the exclusive right
with the intention of deceiving the Stock-
holders in a coin ay being fornied to use the
patent with t he gelief that the compauy bad
snch exclusive right ; and the plaintiff ex.
pected, that if the cornpsny were forined, sud
proceeded to use the patent in Berlin, t4e
compn would make profits even without the
exlive right. The plaintiff brought this
action to recover the purchase-money paid Vhs
defendant on the grouud of failure of cousid-
eration. lleld, that as the plaintiff knew al
the facts in the case, hie got what he paid for,
aud there was no failure of consideration ; sud
also, that as the plaihtiff had paid bis rnoney
with the purpose of defrauding the intended
shareholders iu said coînpany, Lt vas mouey
paid in furtherance of a fraud, and could not

1ý be recovered back.-Beqbie v. Phwosphate Sew-
age Co., L. R. 10 Q. B. 491.

6. The defeudant agreed to purchase the
plaiutiff's hous sud business onî a certain
future day in the eveut of the latter beiug
proved hy the plaintiff's books to'be worth 71.
per week. The defeudaut entered into pos-
session of the plaiutiff's prernises, and carried
on the business, and nltirnately sold Lt. The
business was not proved by the books to be
worth 71. per week. Held, that the defend-
ant, having received a substantial portion of
the consideration, could flot rely upon the

non-performance of a condition precedent to
excuse him froin payrnt of the contract
pri&e.-Oarter v. Scargill, L. R. 10 Q. B. 564.

7. The plaintiff railway company applied
to the defendaut railway compauy for a joan,
which. the defendant agreed to advauce upon
receiving runniug powers over the plaintif'.
hune. The money was advanced, and an
agreemnt eutered into, whereby (1) the-de-
fendant was to have ruuning powers over the
plaintiff's lins, subject to such by-laws as the
plaintiff should mnake froin tirne to time ; (2)
the receijits froin through traffic to be divided
iu certain proportions ; (S) the defendaut to
be at liberty to have their owu servants at the
plaintiffs stations ; (4) a complets systeni of
through bookiîîg to be had, whether running
powers were exercised or not ; (5) the defend-
sut, if nsing its runuing powers, to fix the
fares, sud if the plaintiff objected, the matter
to be referred to arbitration ; (6) the defend-
aut îlot to carry local traffic upon the plain-
tiff's lins unless desired s0 to do, sud in ench
case, to receive fifteen per cent of the local
fares ; (7) the two companies to seud by each
other ail traffic not otherwise consigned to
sud froni stations on the hunes of each other,
whien such hunes forrned the shortest route;
(8) any difeérence nder this agreemnent to be
settled by arbitration. The plaintiff gave the
defendaut three months' notice of the deter-
mination of the agreerneut. Held, that the
agreernent was îlot determinable.-MLanelly
Jlailway & Dock Co. v. Lond~m & N4orth.
we8tern J1aiway, Co, L. R. 7 H. L 550 ; e.
c. L. R. 8 Ch. 942 ; 8 Arn. Law ]Rev. 535.
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CONTRACT.

COPYRIGHT.

To coustitute an infringemnt under the
Eîîglish Dramsatic Copyright Act, a material
or sabstantial. part of the copyright drame
must be pirated.- Chtterton v. Cave, L. R.
10 C. P. 572.

CoSTS.

Five gnineas per dieni allowed a skîhled ac-
countant, sud two sud one-haîf guineasr per
diern allowed lîls clerk, for days upon whîoh
they vers employed ou vork necessary aud
proper to be nsed in evidence Lu support of a
chairn-LaiUte's Ulaim, L. R. 20 Eq. 650.

DAGAEs. -Se. CONTRACT 4 ; NEGLIGENCE-

DEcREiE.

lu a salvage cause, after decree reudered, a
mistake was discovered in the value of the vea-
sel and cargo upon which the salvage vas en-
timated. The court re-opened the case and
altered its decree.-Têe James Armstrong, L.
R. 4 Ad. & Ec. 380

DxED.
An acknowledgment of a deed vau taken Lan
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