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On the death of J. E., held, that the
property so transferred was not an augmnen-
tation of the marriage settiement, but an ad-vancement to the wife, wlio sbould receive
it absolutely, the other parties in wbose
names the securities éstood being trustees for
the wife.-Tn re Eykyî4's Trusts, 6 Ch. D.
115.

2. A husband and wife, married since the
Married Woman's Property Act, 1870, gave
a joint and several promissory note. The
husband took the money, and afterward be-
came bankrupt. Held, that the wife's se-
parato property was liable on the note, and
there was no necessity to make the trustees
of her estate parties.-Davie8 v. Jenkins, 6
Ch. D. 728.

3. The wife of C., a retail trader, who
was possessed of separate estate in bier own
riglit, vithout restraint to anticipate, gave
a guaranty in writing to the plaintiff, a
dealer with wvhom C. traded, as follows :
"In consideration of you, Il.,i having at my
request, agreed to supply and furis goods
to C., 1 do hereby guarantee to yon, the said
M., the sum of £500. This guarantee is to
continue in force for the period of six years,

adno longer." C. had previously deait
with M., and at the time of the guaranty a
bill of excliange drawn by M. on C. for a
balance had been disbonoured, and another
bill was soon coming due. Held, that the
guaranty applied to any monsys to the ex-
tent of £500 wbich sbould be due during
six years, including the dishonoured bill;
that the fact that goods were furnisbed sub-
sequently created a good consideration to
the wif e for the guaranty ; and that the
separate estate of the wife was liable for
any balance due M. from C., to the extent
of £ 0-Mrelv. Couxîn, 6 Ch. D. 166.

See DOWER; SRTTLEMENT.

INFANT.
A suit bad been begîîn in the name of

some infants by one P., a stranger, and the
father had knowledge of the suit. When he
learned of the Suit, lie applied for the remo-
val of P., and substitution of himself, as
next friend. Granted.- Wooif v. Peunber-
ton, 6 Ch. D. 19.

INJUNCTION.
1. Where a statutory board lias power to

recover a penalty by criminal proceedings for
'violation of a statute regulation, a court oif
equity will not inter fere by injunction to
restrain those proceedings. 31ayor of Y ork
v. Pi/kiinyton (2 Atk. 302) criticised .- Kerr
v. Corporation of Pre8ton, 6 Ch. D. 463.

2. W. sold S. land adljoining other land of
WV., under which there wvere mines. S.
purchased the land for the purpose of erect-
ing heavy builtiings for an iron foundry

Sthereon, and W. was aware of this fact.Subsequently, W. leased the mines to I.
&Co., who began n il. S ain eu

to build on lis lan(, applie(l for an injunc-
tion against W. ami H. & Co., to restrain
the working of the mines iii a manner to
endanger the support of his buildings. lic/il,

that S. was entitled to an injunction.-Sid-
dons et ai. v. Short et a4, 2 C. P. D. 572.

INNEEPER.
By 26 & 28 Vict. c. 41, § 1, no innkeeper

is hiable for loss of the goods of a guest be_
yond £30, except where sucli goods shahl
have been lost " througli the wilful act, de-
fault, or neglect of sucli innkeeper, or any
servant in his employ. " Section 3 requires
every innkeeper to keep section 1 posted in
a conspicnus place in his inn, in order to
entitie himself-to the benefit tliereof. The
defendant liad what purported to be section
1 posted properly in hip inn zbut, by an un-
intentional misprint, it read thus: "Through
the wilful default or negleet of such inn-
keeper, or any servant in lis employ. " Held,
that the misprint was material, and the inn-
keeper was not entitled to the benefit of the
statute.-Spice v. Bacon, 2 Ex. D. 463.

INTENTION. See WILL, .3.
JUDICATURE AcT.-See PROIBATE.

JURISDICTION.
1. The court declined jurisdiction where a

foreigner brought an action for co-ownership
against a foreign vessel, and another foreig-
ner appeared to have the petition dismissed,
and the consul of the State where the ship
was registered declined to interfere.- 7e
Agincourt, 2 P. D. 239.

2. Suit between two foreigners over a
foreign vessel, where the court, under the
circumstances, assumed jurisdiction for a
particular purpose.-The Et'angelistria, 2 P.
D. 24 1.

3. A clerk employed. to collect money,
and remit it at once to his employers, collec-
te(1 several sumns at a place in Yorkshire,
subsequently wrote two letters to bis em-
ployers in 'Middlesex, witbout rnentioning
the above collections, and afterwards a let-
ter, intended, as found hy the jury, to lead
lis employers to think that lie bad collected
no money in Yorkshire. Held, that he could
be tried for embezzlement in Middlesex,
wbere the letters were received. -The Queen
v. Boger8, 3 Q. B. D. '-).

See PROBATE.

LA-CHîES. -See SPEcIFIC PERFORMANCES, 2.

LEASE.
XVritten agreement by the defendaut witli

tbe plaintiff, duly signed by botli, for the
lease of a bouse for a certain terni and priCe
namned. It was recited that "'tiis agree-
ment is made subject to the preparation and
approval of a formal contract ; " but no other
contract was ever made. Jleld, that the
agreement was only preliminary and tbe de-
fendant was not bound to specific performll
ar.ce.- WVinii v. Bull, 7 Cli. D. 29.

See ('oMP.iv, 2 ; FRAUDS, STATUTE OF, 1
SPECIFIÇ PERFORMHANCE, 1 2 ; VENI)OR
AND PUIICHASIER.

LEGAcy.-See BEQUEST; WILLS, 7.
LETTERS.-See ATTORNEY AND) CLIENT, .3; JR

ISDICTIOX, 3.
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