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DIGEST OF ENGLisH LAw REPORTS.

the absence of that evidence upon which
alone the presumaption sliould be raised of
his death, your verdict ouglit to be for the
defendant. " Hl, by the Court of Appeal
a iidirection, and ou appeal to the Huse
of Lords the Lords were divided, and the
holding of the Court of Appeal remained
undisturbed.-Pridential hu. Co. v. Ed-
monds, 2 App. Cas. 487.

2By the Bastardy Laws Amendment
Act, 1872, §4,if thestatementof the motheras
to the paternity of the chuld he -"corrobora-
ted in smre material particular by other
evidence, "the man charged witli the pater-
nity may be adjudged to be the putative
father. Hel<l, under this provision, that
evidence of acts of famiiarity between the
parties amounted to such corroboration, and
should lie received, altliough such acts took
f ace at a time I)efore the child could have

een begotten. -ole v. Manning, 2 Q. B. D.
611.

See FALSE PRETENCES; LANDLORD AND TENANT
1; MORTGAGE; NEOLIGENCE, 1.

EXECUTORS ANID ADmINISTRATOR.S.
Bequest of personal property to exe-

cutors to divide it equafly arnong four
persons. A part of the property was at
testator's death in tbree second mortgage
bonds of the Atlantic and Great Western
]Railway Company of America, of uncertain
value and rapidly failing. At that time tliey
were wortli £153 each. They rapidly feli
until fifteen months afterwards two of them.
were sold for £52 each, and the one remain-
ing unsold was wortli at the time of the suit
£20. One of the legatees had urged the
executors to dispose of the bonds earlier, but
the executors said they held themn in the
lionest expectation that they would rise.
Held, that the executors could not be re-
quired to make good the loss. -Mar8den v.
Kent, 5 Cli. D. 598.

]P&LSE PRETENcES.
Case stated on the conviction of one C.

for falsely pretending that hie was a respon-
sible dealer in potatoes, and had credit as
sucli, wliereby one G. was induced to for-
ward him large quantities of potatoes. The
evidence consisted of the followimg letter
from. C. to G. :"Sir, -Please send me one
truck regents and one rocks as samples, at
Your prices named in your letter; let them
lie of good quality, then 1 arn sure a good
trade will be done for botli of us. I will re-
mlit you cash on arrival of goods and invoice.

PS. I may say if you use me well, I shal
la go od cu stomer. An answer will oblige,

taying when they are put on." Held, that
te conviction was correct.- The. Queen v.

Cooper, 2 Q. B. D. 510.
PrIRE INSuRAcE.-See INsuRANcE, 2.
]ýoREIGN GOVERNMECNT.-See CONSTRUCTION, 3;

JURISDICTION, 2.
eORrEsTURE.

In a notice by the secretary of a com-
Pany to a shareholder to pay an overdue cal
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or assesament, the latter was notifled to pay
the caîl with five per cent interest from the
day wlien the caîl was voted, or lie would
forfeit his stock ; wliereas the rules of the
company prescribed intereat in sucli cases
only from the day when the caîl became pay-
able. Held, that sucli notice was invalid,
and no forfeiture took place.-Johnson v.
Lyties8 Iron Agency, 5 Ch. D. 687.

FRAUDS, STATUTEOF.-See STÂTUTE 0F FRAUDS.

HUSIIÂND AND WIrE.
1. After a decree nisi for divorce fromhler

husband obtained by the plaintif,: the de.
fendant seized and took divers goods as the
property of tlie plaintiff. Afterward thc
decree 12isi was made absolute, and the plain-
tiff subsequently brouLfht this action for ille-
gal seizure of the goods. Held, that the
plea of coverture of plaintiff pleaded by de-
fendant wvas proved. -Noî-nzan v. 1Villars,
2 Ex. D. 359.

2. O. was a clothier, and Iived with lis
mather, but owned another house near by,
where in 1855 hie installed the defendant as
housekeeper, and soon after engaged trb
marry lier. In 1861, she began on a small
scale the business of fruit preserving. The
business gradually increased until it became
a large wliolesale bustness. Iu 1874, O.
married lier, and wvent to lit-e with lier in
the house she had occupied. She liad car-
ried on the business before the marriage en-
tirely as hier own, with lier own means, and
kept lier own bank account, and at tlie date
of tlie marriage she liad over £1,500 on de-
posit. The liusband's account at tlie same
bank was overdrawn, and without his know-
ledge slie drew fromn lier account and depo-
sited tlie amount to lis to make good the
deficit. After the marriage slie continued
to carry on tlie business in lier miaiden name
as before, and lie did not in any way inter-
fere witli it, but always referred customers
to lier. H1e died intestate, and slie clai.med
the business as ber own ; but bis sister ap-
plied for administration on it as bis. Held,
tliat tlie widow was entitled to the whole
capital and stock ini trade of tlie business as
lier own. -A 8hwortL v. Outrarn, 5 Ch. 923.

See SETTLEMENT.

INFANT.-See LEGÂcT, 3.
INJUNCTION.

1. In a suit by one riparian proprietor
against another farther up the streama for
polluting it to the injury of the plaintiff, an
inj unction was asked for and also an inquiry
as to damages. The defendant claimeif that
only damages sbould be awarded as in the
case of obstruction of liglit and air. An in-
junction was granted.-Pennington v. Brin-
sop Hall Goal Go., 5 Cli. D. 769.

2. 18 and 19 Vict. c. 128, § 9, forbids
burials within one liundred yards of a dwel-
ling.house. The plaintiff applied for an in-
junction, to restrain the defendant from using
a field, or any part tliereof as a cemetery,
some portion of wvlicli field was within one
hundred yards of plaintiff's dwelling. It


