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DiGEST 0F TUE ENGLISII LAW REPORTS.

administrator was entitied to receive paY-
ment of lis dlaint without taking, out admin-
istration to C. in.Englaud.-I'i rd ifae)ihot,
L. R. 19 Eq. 81.

2. A testator appointed his partner ansd
another person his executors. ït was blîed
timat the partner execuitor had a riglst to retain
in his hands a suin of nuoney iii satisfaetion
of a balansce due front tise testator to the lirai,
aithough tise aimount of such baance Isad not
been deterinined, ani the pnrtîsership ac-
eounts hajI not been taken.-In re Morris's
Estaie. Morris v. Morris, L. R. 10 Ch. 68.

3. A testator was a partîser in a firm
under an agreement whereby on the death of
a partner lis share was to be determnined and
ten front the firm in two vears. The testa-

tor's ivili directed that his personal estate
shouid be sold and divided among, his chul-
dreu on their arriving at the age of tweîsty-
five ; and hie appointed three executors, of
whom one was lus partuer. The testator's

isare was not withdrawn after has deatîs, but
interest was allowed upon it. AIL the lega.
tees to wlsom such ahare belonged acîjuiesced
in this arrangement, except tihe plaintitf, who
filed a bill demandinsg ait account and a shsare
in the profits which had arisen fromt the em-
ploymeîst of sssid share in the business. Hd,;d,
tliat the bill nsust be dismissed. -Vyse v.
Foster, L. R. 7 H. L. 318 ; S. c. L. R. 8 Clh.
808 ; 7 Arn. Law Rev. 67 7.

See COSTS ; LEGÂcy, 4 ; PARTNEIIS11IP.

YABRICATING V OIES.

" Fabricatiuig" a vote useans an act donc
with criminal intention, mens rea.-Aberdare
Local Board v. Harnmett, L. R. 10 Q. B. 162.

FÂLSE PRIcTENCE.-SCC CIIECK, 2.

FOREJO;N LAw. -See SE r'ILEMENT', 2.

FRAUD.-See BILL SM EQuIrY, 2 ; PLEADING.

FRAUDS, STATUTE 0F.

1. C. pronsised the plaintiff to give liser a
leasehold isoue for use as a îodging-house dur-
ing lier lueé if she wouîld pay grouiîd rent andi
taxes ; and on the faith of C. 'a promise the
plainti1f gave up eîstering into business and
entered Dite possession of the bouse, where
se supported herself by letting lodgings. C.

died, anîd hier sole legatee and executor hronghit
ejectisient agaiiist tise plaintiff, who thereupon
filed a bill in equnity to regtraiti the action
and for a declaration that she was entitîed to
the hoeuse for hier lufe. Held, that the Statute
of Frauda wa4 not a bar to the bill ; and tise
declarations and injunction prayed svere
granted.-oles v. I>ilkiaitob, L. R. 19 Eq.
174.

2. A. reqîsested B. to jui iis a promissory
note witlî C., andi promised to indemtnify 1;.
if lie would do so. Held, that A. 'a promise
was not witlsin the Statute of Frauds ; and
that B., whio liecamie A.'s execuitor, ivas en.
titled to retain the amouist hie had lîeen ob-
iiged to pay on sail isote.- Wildes v.

Dudlow, L. R. 19 Et1 . 198.
3. 'flue defendant's son Il. ordered tisree

cases of leatiier clotis of the plaintiffs iii Lon-

don. Il. was themu informe
4 thtat Ilotterdaîn

was blockaded, and tise piaintitfs asked hsow

the clotis was to be sent. Il. directed thern
to send it through G. at ostend. Before the
order could be executed Rotterdamn was
open, and G. had ceas,,d to receive goods to,
forwartt to Rotterdain. The plaintitis there-
upon forwarded the cloth by the customary
route to Rotterdani, and wrote the defeudant
a letter enclosingr ain invoice and stating the
above facts. A few days later the ship con-
taiiig the cloth was siranded, and the cloth
spoiled. About four monthis later the plain-
tiffs wrote another letter, requestig payment
of a balance, iîîcluding therein the value of
the cloth. The defendant replied, «iIn look-
ing over your statement I find that; yoti have
charged nie for the goods, which have been
entirely lest by the suiik ship, being sent via
Rotterdam. You state ini your letter that H.
instructed you to seîîd the goods through G.
via Ostend ; but, on account of G. 's having
given up the Ostend route, you sent, without
any instruction, the goods via Rotterdam ...
1 learu that G. would tiot have refised the
goods.I expected you wotild have inforrned
H. about it, and asked him how you wvere t
send it in that case. " Duiring said four months
the defendant had given further orders, which
were execssted by the plaintiffs, -and the

g oods sent via Rotterdam. Thie jury found
that thse defendant hiad assented to the change
of route from Ostend to Rotterdasm before the
lose of the cloth. Held, that said letters con-
tained a sufficient memoran;dum in writing t&
satisfy the Statute of Fra.,ds.-Leather Clot&
Co. v. Hierotimus, L. R. 10 Q. B. 140.

See VENDOR AND> PUaCHÂSEis.

Tise Kathleen, without fauît of her own,

was mun into and alxsndoned ; and she was
afterwards brouglit into an intermiediate port
by salvors. At the reqîist of its owners, the
cargo was sold res-u-viing ail questions of
freight. Before the sale the shîip-owners
offered to carry the cargo to its place of
destination. Thle ahi p-owners requested pay-
mient of full freighit front tihe proceeds of the
cargo after pavinent of salvage. Held, that by
the abandoinent the contract betwCeen the
ship-owners and the shipper8 was determifled,
and that tise .4hiipowners were not entitled to
freight.-The Kathleen, L. R. 4 Ad. & Eq.
269.

Sc INSuIIANCE, 2.

G [FT. -Se TR17ST, DEcL ARAT [ioN 0F.

HiGsiw.AY.-Sce LiCENSE.

I MPLI El) CONTRI.r-See CONÏTRACT.
INDEMNirY. -Sec CONTRACT.
INDICTM-NT.-Sce CHECK, 2.

INJUNCTION.

1. An injuniction wvas_ granted to reatralis
proceedings by tise heir-at law and next of
kmn for obtainirisg administration andc oppos-

ixig probate to a draft wifl, the dipositions
su which the defendants liad by deed con-
firmed. - i ilcock-sq v. Carter, L. iz. -Eq. 327.

2. TIe plaintiff brought a bill against her
copartuers, alleging tîsat they liadt formed a
sciemne for transforring tise business sO as ta

october, 1875.1


