
DIGEST OF ENGLISH LAW REPORTS.

ered as consisting of a principal sum, with
interest thereon at four per cent. from the
death of the teatator ; and that the shares
the children were then entitled to beîng as-
certained, the portion representing interest
ahould be divided in proportion to the shares
of the principal.-Ackroyd v. Ackroyjd, L. R.
18 Eq. 313.

See INTEREST; WILxI, 6.
LiBEL.

A meeting to hear a candidate at a parlia-
xnentary election discusa 8ubjeets of general

iportance is a meeting of public interest
adthe conduct of persons who take part in'

such meeting nîay be made the subje-A of fair
bona fide discussion in a public newspaper.
-Davis v. Dun, L. R.- 9 CJ. P. 396.
See DEFAMATIO.

LICENSE.

The owner of land licensed P. to burn the
dlay on the land into bricks, but reserved no
power to direct when or how such burning
should be carried on. P. burned the bricks
s0 as to create a nuisance to the plainitiff '
cottages. Hfeld, that said owner was liable to
be sued for the nuisance, though commnitted
by P., under a revocable license. Injunction
granted against said owner and P. -White v.
Jameson, L. R. 18 Eq. 303.

See NOTICE TO QUIT.

LIMITATIONS, STÂTUTE OF.
A teatator gave certain land to trustees in

trust to stll, the proceeds to be considered asf ersonal estate. The trustees allowed the
land to remain unsold for fifty years. Held,
that there was an express trust for sale of
real estate within sec. 25 of the Statute of
Limitations. Decree for execution of the
trust of the unsold land.-Mutlow v. Bigg,
L. R. 18 Eq. 246.

MÂ-LICIOUS INJURY.
A man threw a atone at persons in the atreet

with whom hie was fighting, but unintention-
ally thereby broke a window. Held, that hie
did not break the window maliciously.-The
Queen v. Pembliton, L. R. 2 C. C. 116.

MARSHALLING AsSETS.

It was agreed between two partnera in
London, that in case a partner died, has share
of the capital should be ascertained, and the
amount considere-1 a boan from the executors
to the partnership, which was flot to be de-
termined by the deatlh of the partner, and
that the widuw should receive a share of
the profits. A partner died, and his widow
Inarried a trader in Brighton, who boughit
the other partner's interest in the London
business, aîid then covenanted with a trugtee
that three.fourths of the profita of the Lon-
don business should be for the sole use of hia
Wife. The trader became bankrupt. Held,
that the asseta of the London business muat
pay its debts, and the asseta of the Brighton
business must psy its debta, and that any

surplus would go to the general. creditor.-
-In re UiJis, L. R. 9 Ch. 508.

See PARTNERsHip, 2.

MfASTE.-SCe SHIP.

MASTER AND SERVANT.-,Se PRINCIPAL ANI)
AGENT.

MORTOAGE.

C. held an eatate upon trust to pay out of
the renta the interest upon a mortgage on the
estate, and to accumuflate the residue of the
rents as a sinking fund for pay2nent of the

p rincipal. C. negzlected to pay the interest,
and the mortgageea advertised7 the estate for
sale. F. thereupon agreed to psy off the
mortgage and take a transfer, and in Sep-
teml)er, 1864, p aid the mortgagees the princi.
pal stim due th em, with several montlîs' ar-
rears of intereat. The mortgagees then trans-
ferred to F. said principal sum, with intereat
from September, 1864, and conve> ed the
mortgaged propertv to F., suhject to the
equt ofrdnptiori. The beueticial owner
fle a bill for redemption. Heid, that F.
was entitled to be paid said arrears of interest,
although the transfer to in assigned- only
intereat Rfter September, 1864,' and aithougli
C. had beî guilty of a breach of trust in
allowing the intereat to get 80 in arrear.-
Cottreil v. Finney, L. R. 9 Ch. 541.

See ELEGIT.
MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY.

Declaration that the plaintiff was a mem-
ber of a mutual marine insurance society;
that the defendants were the comnnittee of
the society, and under the mties had entire
control of the funda and affaira of the society,
and power to determine upon the admission,
rejection, and exclusion of any vessel insured
or proposed to be insured ; that under said
rules, if the committee at any time deemed
the conduct of any suspicions or that auch
mnember was froni any reason unworthy of
renaaining in the society, they had power to
excînde aucli member by giving hini notice
in writing, and after sucli notice the member
was excluded, and had no dlaimi for loas hap-
pening after such notice ; that the defendants
wrongfully, collusively, and itnproperly con-
triving to deprive the plsintiff of the benefit
of his indeminity, expelled hini frorn the So.
ciety on the alleged ground that hia condnct
waa suspicious, but without reasonable cause
for such expulsion, and without having given
the plaintiff notice that lis conduct was to
be investigated and adjudicated by the dlefen.
dants, and without giving the plaintiff an op.
portunity of being heard before thern ; that
the plaintiff's vessel sustained damage by
perila of the seas a few days after said expul-
sion, and that but for said expulsion the
plaintiff would have received £92 as indeni-
nity for said damage, which suni the plain-
tiff had loat by reason of aaid expulsion. De-
murrer. Held, tlîat the demurrer mupt be
sustained (by KELLY, C. B., POLLOCK and
AMPHLETT, BB.), because, if the allegatiofla
in the ideclaration were true, the plaintiff's
expulsion was void, and hie had suffered no
damiage ;(by CLEASBT and POLLOCK, BBJ)
because there was no allegation of Maïa fides
on the part of the defendaltL- Wood v.
Woad, L. R. 9 Ex. 190.
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