
DIGEST OF ENGLisH LAW REPORTS.'

dissentiug), that prospective damages could bel
recovered. Backhouse v. Bonomi (9 H. L.* C.
503) and Niciclin v. Willianu (10 Ex 259) dis-
cussed.-Lamb v. Wallcer, 3 Q. B. D. 389.

See NEGLIGENOE, 1 ; TRADE-MARK, 2.
DERD. -See MORTOAGE, 2.
DELIVERY.-See RÂILWÂY, 3; SAL1E, 2.

DEMURRER.
Claim that the defendants, by placing refuse

and earth ou thoir land, caused the rain-water
to percolate tbrough and flow upon the plain-
tiff's adjoining land and into bis house, as it
would flot naturally do, and that substantial
damage was oaused thereby. Held, not de-
murrable.-Hurdnan v. The North Easternl

Rail way Co., 30C. P. D. 168.
DiEvisE.-See TRtUST, 1; WILL, 1.

DrsEcTo.-See COMPANY, 3.

DiscovEt.L-See ATTORNET AND CLIENT, 1, 2.

DIScRETIoN 0F TRUSTES.-Ses TRUST, 2.

DISTRIBUTION.-See ANNUITY, 2.

DrvISIBLE CONTBÂOT.- SeeCONTRACT, 2.

DOCUMENTS, INSPECTION OF. -See ATTORNEY AND

CLIENT, 2.

DOMESTIC RELATIONS. -See HUSBAND ANrD WIFE.

ERÂSURE.--See CONTRÂCT, 1.

EVIDENCE.-SOe CONTRACT, 1; SLANDER; WILL,
1.

EXCNÂYNGE, BILLS 0?. -See BILLS ANu NOTES.

EIECUTION.
Sect 87 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, pro -

vides that " where the goode of any trader have

been taken in execution for a sumn exceeding
£50 Ilwitbin a specified trne before bankruptcy,
proceedings on it shail be restrained. Appel.
lants got judgment for £54, but endorsed the

writ for £43 only. Held, that the execution

was good for, that sum, notwithstanding the

judgment for more than £5S0. -In re Hinks. Ex
parte Berthier, 7 Ch. D. 882.

EZTRINsic EVIDENCE.-See WILL, 1.

FENc.--Seo NEGLIGENCE, 2.

FIRE INsuRÂNCIC.-See INSURANOE.

FoRECLOSURE.-See MORTGAGE, 1, 2.

FoREIGN TRiaBUNAL.-.-Ses ARBITRATION.

FRÂUD.-See CONTRAOT, 2; SALE, 1, 4; TRADim-

MARK, 2.

FRÂUDS, STÂTUTE or. -See SALE, 3.

FUTURE DAMAGE.-See DAMAGES.
GARxISHEE PaocEss.-See BILLS AND NOTES.

HOTCHPO'1-See ANNUITY, 2.
HUSBAND AND WIFE.

1. A wife's property was, on her marriage,
settled to her soparate use, without power of

anticipation. A judgment was obtained in the
Queen's Bench against ber for debts contracted

previous to, ber marriage ; and, in an action in

the Chancery Division, to enforce this judg-
ment against ber séparate estato, held, that the
judgrnent debt and costa should be recovered

against ber separate estate, in spite of the re-

straint against anticipation in the settiement,

under the Married Women'a Property Act,

1870, which provides that " the wife shall be li-

able to, be sued for, and any property belong-
ing to ber for ber separate use shahl be hiable
to satisfy, sucb debta [contracted before mar-
niage] as if she bad continued unxnarried"-
London & Provincial Bank v. Bogie, 7 Ch. D.
773.

Z. When a wife mues for separate estate, the
busband Bhould be made a defendant, not a
plaintiff. The Judicature Act bas not cbanged
the practice. - Roberts v. Evans, 7 Ch. 830.

3. »Under the Married Women's Property
Act, 1870, the husband muet still be joined au
defendant wben an action ig brought against
the wife to charge ber earninge ini a pureuit

carried on by ber apart from her husband.-
Hancocks v. Demneric-Lablache, 3 C. P. D. 197.

See MARRIED WOMEN.

IMPLIED TRUST.-SeO TRUST, 1.

INCOME.-See ANNUITY, 1.

INFANT.

By the marriage settiement, made under the
direction of the court, of a young lady then
" an infant of seventeen years and upwards,"I
certain property of bers was vested ini trustees,
among other thinge to reinveat the same, " with
the consent of"I the said infant and ber bue-
band, and after the death of eitber witb the
consent of the survivor, at the discretion of the
trustees. The wife had the firet life-interesi.

Held, that the wife, thougb an infant, could

give ber " consent"I to, a reinvestment, as con-

templated by the settiement. She could see-
cise a power, tbough coupled with an interest.
-In re Cardrosa'a &ttlenmnt, 7 Ch. 1). 728.

See SETTLEMENT, 1.

INJUNCTION.-See PARTNERsRip, 2; TnÂDz-

MARK, 1, 2; WÂY.

INSURANCE.
By the ternis of a lease, dated Sept. 29, 1870,

the lessee bad the option to purchase the prem-

ises at an agreed price, by giving notice before

Sept. 29, 1876, of bis intention to, do so. Th
leesor covenanted to mesure, and did masure.

May 6, 1876, the buildings were burnt down,
and the leffeor received the ineurance money.

Sept. 28, 1876, the lessee gave notice of bis in-

tention to purchase, and claimed the ineuranc

money as part payment. The lease contained
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