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making the dlaim, inspection of that report isj
*not granted.-BRAMWELL, B., in Skcinn.er v.
Great .Nortkern Railway Co., L. R. 9 Ex. 298.
See Milalden v. Great Northern Railicay Co.,
L. R. 9 Ex. 300.

2..A foreigu government employed A. as
agent in London to brung out a loan, and to
igmue scrip certificates to subecribers, and to
exchange the certificates for bonds when the
amount subscribed was paid up. Thegovern-
ment eînployed B. as their banKer, with
power to receive frorn A. the sums subscribed.
Subsequently bonds in the hands of A. were
pledged by the president of the governrnent
to B., but the validity of t1& pledge, was dis-
uted bytbe government. 'rbe government'
leaubl against A. and B., for account, of

tbe dealiîgs connected witb tbe loan. The
court ordered thc scrip certificates and tbe
scrip book in wbich the certificates were en-
tered, and wbicb wvere called for on cross-
examination of A., sbonld be produced ; but
not the bonds.-Rpublic of Costa Rica v.
Erlanger, L. R. 19 Eq. 33.

Sec PRIVILEGED COMMUNI1CATI ONS.

Doc.-See EvIDENCE.

DONÂTIO CAUSA MOilTîS. -Sec C IFT.

EASEMENT.

A suit wherein a nîandatory injunction is
,granted agaunst the furtber erection of a Wall,
is not a suit ini whicb propertv is recovered
or preserved. -Foxon v. Garscoigne, L. R. 9
,Ch. 654.

Sec ANCIENT LIGIIT.

ELECTIOIN.

1. A. covenanted in a deed of se paration to
pay £52 to bis wife annually. Snbsequently
by will A. gave bis wife £52, payable upon
tbe saîine days as tbe sum settled u pon ber
in tbe deed of separation. Hcld, tEt tbe
widow must eleet between the sums piayable
under tbe will and the deed.-Atkison T.
£Littlewood, L. R. 18 Eq. 595.

2ý A testator devised an estate to trustees
in trust for bis widow for life, and after ber
deatb to seli the sarne and bold tbe proceeds
in trust for bis sons in sncb nanner as bis
widow sbould, before a certain period, ap-
point. The widow dnly appointed by deed
equally among thc testator's tbree sons,
A., B., and C., reservipg a power of revocation.
Sbe suîbseqnently made a will by wbichl she
gave said estate to A., and mîade certain pro-
visions for B. and C., and tbe cbildren of B.
B. died intestate, and the widow died ailter
the above period. It was beld in a suit in
equity that tbe will flot having corne into
operation until the death of the testatrix,
said estate belonged to A., C., and tbe children
of B., in accordance with the testatrix's ap.
pointment by deed. A. filed a bili to compel C2.
and the chibdren of B. to elect between the
benetits under thc deed and those under tbe

S will. C. submitted to elect, but tbe children of
B. resisted. Held, tbat though the cbildren
derived their rjigbts under the deed by the
Statute of DistrfMutions from, B., those rigbts

were the same as those of C., and that tbel
must elect ; and that they must elect betwel
ail the benefits received under the Willy
cluding the provisions made to thern 8
cally, and the benefits under the d
Cooper v. CJooper, L. R. '7 H. L. 53.

Sec PRINCIPAL AND AGENT, 2.

EQUITY.-See EXECUTORS AND ADMîINISTBÀ

TORS ;INTERROGATORIES ; MORTG(;11
1 ; NOTICE ; SPECIFIC PERFORMANCr»

ESTATE TAIL.-SeC LEGACT, 2.

ESTOPPEL

B. sued A. in a county court forrli
alleged to be due for weekly tenanCy at
per Mweek. Judgnîent was gîven for
afirrning the tefiafcy to be yearly.t
brougbt an action iu the Common'Pleas CU
against B. to recover danmages for evictino»
Held, that A. was estopped by the uien
of the county court from. asserting tha-
tenancy was weekly. -Flitters v. AllfreYo
R. lu C. P. 29.

EVIDENCE.

Action against the owner of a dog w hols
bitten the plaintiff. One witness Wlî"
been bitten by the dog, testified thath6e'
tered the bar of the defendant's house, aund t»

two meni, who were there servung customelli
that the dog liad attempted to bite bila. '
second witness, who had been also bitten'
testifled that he stated that he badl bec
bitten to a man at the defendant's bar, aundto a
wonîan who had entered the roorn sayilig t.~
the mnaster was not at borne and that the 'wl
ne.-s liad better cali when le was. He!4t, tbat
there was evidence to go to the jury tha t t
defendant lIad knowledge of the dog's férociîy
-Applebc v. Percy, L. R. 9 C. P. 647.

See NEGLIGENCE ; PRACTICE; WVîLI-

EXE\,CUTORS, AND ADMINISTRATORIi.

Ail execuitor, who was husband of a l:l
was indebted to the testator and wasUnà
to diseharge bis indebtedness. Held %
the wifc liad no0 equity to a settlemenit, j'1,e
equity attacbed only to sucli property 0 &
busband was entitled to receive ini bis Dlx
right.-Knight v. Knight, L. R.18 E1

Sec COSTS ;INTERROGATORIES ; PARtTS'0

SHIP, 2; RETAINER ; SETTLEMENT, 2

FORîEIGN JUDGMENT.-See JURISDICTIoN.

FOREIGN., LAw. -Sec BA-NKRUPiCY.

FRAUD.-See BOND, 2 ; MOIîTGAGE, 1.

GIFT.

A husband while on bis deatbbed hlndea
his wife certain scrip certificates anid a &Pf
note, saying, "«These are yours. Iîet,
that the gift of the certificates was incOn -t
and tbat there was flot a declaratioli Of trto ff'
but that there was a valid donactio caJ 'n
of the deposit note.-foore v. Moo'r41>

1 18. Eq. 474.
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