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DIGEST or ENGiJsH LAw REmPORTS.

on that day, and had bier horses put ini the
stable ; but she perceived a bad umel,
left the bouse, and removed hier homses at
once. The house was found t,) be un-
tenable from. bad drainage, and the plain-
tiff put it in order, and tendered it to
defendant, May 20. She refused to ac-
cept it. Held, that she was flot liable.
When a furnished bouse is let, there is
an implied condition that it is tenantable
at tbe beginning of the term. If it prove
otberwise, the tenant may throw up the
bargain.- Wilson v. Fiièeh ilatton, 2 Ex.
D. 336.

See LEASE, 1, 2.
LÀARCENY.-See HL'SBAND AND WIFE, 1.
LiASE.

1. Lease not under seal for tbree years,with right in the tenant to remain on
three and a bal years more at the samne
rate, held to be within the Statute of
Frauds, and of 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106, s. 3--
Hand v. llalt, 2Ex. D. 318.

2. B. conveyed an eating-bouse ini lease,
and co venanted that hie would not let any
bouse in that street " for the purpose of
an cating-bouse ;" but it ws prvided
that the covenant should flot bind B's
heirs or assign. B e then let another
bouse ini tbe street, and tbe lessee cove-
nanted witb 1dmi tbat hie would not carry
on any business there without a license
from B. ]Both loaues were assigned, and
the assignee of the firat brougbt action
against tbe assignee of the second and
B3., to restrain them, respectively, from
carrying on and aloigt ecarried on
the business of an eating-bouse. Beld,
tbat the covenant was not broken. -Kemp~
v. Bird, 5 Ch. D. 549.

Ses LANDLORD AND TENANT; STATUTE 0F
LIMITATIONS, 2.

LEGÂcy.-See DEVISE, 1.
MEx DomicLii.-See MARRIÂGE.

LEI Loci CONTIuACTUS-See MÂRRIAQE.
LIBEL AND SLÂNDER.

Defendant wau agent for C.& Co.and M.
& Co., proprietors of certain musical and
dramatie copyrights, and received the
fees for their representation in theatres
aud concert-rooms. The plaintiffs were
singers, and put the following advertise-
ment in the Era newspaper : "The Sis-
ters Hartridge have great pleaSure in
tbanking Mesurs. Obappeil & Co., Mesurs.
Metzler & Co.,1 and others, for tbeir kind,
unbesitating permission to -sing any mor-
ceaux from. tbeir musical publications. "
Seeing s defendant wrote to two con-
cert-hall proprietors, wbere the plaintiffs
were uinging, to tbe effect that tbe said
advertisement was calculated te mislead

1
them into incurning penalties under the
Copyright Act, as tbe said C. & Co. and
M. & Co. were not authorized to grant
such permission; and hie had been as-
sured by them that they bad not given
such permission, and that the said pro-
pnietors had a poor opinion of concert-
bail performances; and hie added that bie
knew the lady advertisers had no sucb
intention of s0 misleading them. Heèld,
on a motion to set aside a nonsuit, that
the letters contained matter wbich might
be libellous; and that the question sbould
have been left'te the jury.-Hart et ai.
v. WVatl, 2 O. P; D. 146.

LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF-See STATUTE 0F Li-
MITATIONS.

LIQUIDATED DAmAGEs-See OONTRACT.
LoAN-See PARTNERSHI1P, 3.
MANSLAUGHTE-See MURDER
MARINE INSURANCE-See iNSURANCE.

MARKETr- See SALE, 2.
MABRIAGE.

B. and S., Portuguese subjects, and firet
cousins, went tbrougb the form of marri-
age, in 1864, in London, in accordance
with the requirements of English law.
Snbsequently they botb returned te Lis-
bon, and lived tbere still, and have neyer
lived togetber as busband and wife. By
tbe law of Portugal, marriages between
tirst cousins are nuil and void. A peti-
tion by the wife, S., for nullity of this
marriage was refused. -&utomayor, other-
wise De Barros v. De Barros, 2 P. 1). 81.

MASTER AND SERVANT.
1. The defendants employed the plain-

tiff with other workmen, and also a steam-
engine, with an engineer, in sinking a
sbaft in their colliery. When the work
was partly done, they employed W. under
a verbal contract to finish it. W. wus to
employ and pay the plaintiff and the
other workmen. The engine and engin eer
were under bis control; but the engineer's
wages were to be paid l'y the defendants.
The plaintiff was injured tbrough the
negligence of the engineer. Held, on ap-
peal, that the defendants were not liable.
Rourke v. Th4e White Mon Colliery Co., 2
C. P. D. 205; s3. c. 1 C. P. D. 556; 11 Ain.
Law Rev. 286.

2. Defendant was proprieter of a calb,
whîch was run over the plaintiff wbile being
furiously driven by the cabman. The
contract between the proprietor and the
cabman was, that the cabman sbould bave
the cab eacb day for as long a he chose,
and pay therefor 16s. per diem. If hie tookI
more, hie pocketed tbe surplus; if lesu, bie
made up the deficit. Wben the accident
happened, the cabman had returned Witb


