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chester daily paper of certain proceedings
of the guardians of said workhouse, reflect-
ing upon said medical officer, privileged.
Neither is the workhouse of sufficient im-
portance to the country at large to
render such an article privileged. — Purcell
v. Sowler et al., 1 C. P. D. 781,

3. The defendant was an ex pert in hand-
writing, and gave evidence in a will case,
to the effect that the signature was a
forgery. In another case, where defend-
ant was on the stand, allusion was made by
counsel to some remarks of the judge dis-
paraging to the witness in the will case,
and the defendant, though forbidden by
the judge to allude further to the will case,
insisted on saying, T believe that will to
be a rank forgery,” &e. Held, that the
privilege of a witness extended to cover
this case, as the remark was made by wit-
ness in defence of his own credit as an ex.
pert.—Sewmnan v, Netherclift, 2 C. P. D.
53; s. ¢, 1C. P. D. 540.

Liex. .

A solicitor in a suit in baunkruptcy em-
ployed by the trustee is entitled to retain
papers on which he has expended labour or
his own money, as security for his fees.
Ex parte Yaiden. In re Austin, 4 Ch. D.
129.

See VENDOR AND PURCHASER.

LimMiraTion oF Liapiuiry.—See CoxMymoxy Car
RIER.

LiMITaTiONS, STATUTE OF, —See
LiyiTaTiONS.

STATUTE  oF

MARINE INSURANCE. —See INSURANCE.
MARKET VALUE.--See DaMaGes.
MARRIAGE— See WiLt, 2.

MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT. :

J., on occasion of hiss.cond marriage,
made a settlement of a piece of land upon
trust for himsclf and his second wife, dur-
ing their joint lives, and the life of the
survivor, remainder to his son by a former
marriage, T., absolutely. The wife’s pro-
perty was at the same time settled to her
separate use, with power of appointment,
and in default of appointment to her chil-
dren born or to be born.  J. sold the land
to the plaintiff. Held, that, in the mar-
riage settlement, the provision for the son
was a purely voluntary one, and not valid
against a purchaser of the property for
consideration.— Price v. Jenkins, 4 Ch. D,
483.

2. 8. and wife had a power of appoint-
meut over real estate in favour of theirchil-
dren. They had six children ; and, on the
eve of marriage.of one daughter, an agree-
ment was made between 8. and his wife,
and the daughter and the intended hus.
band, by which the parents agreed to ap-
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point a portion of the property to the
daughter in consideration of the narriage ;
and the intended husband agreed that he
would **settle such share as” his wife
should receive, to her use, with power of
appointment, remainder to himself, and
ultimate remainder to the children of the
marriage. 8. survived his wife, released
his power of appointment, and gave a por-
tion of the interest in the property after
his death to said danghter. The daughter
died, leaving two infant children, and be-
 fore her husband had taken any steps to
carry out the “settlement” preposed in the
' agreement made at the time of the mar-
riage. The question was whether the mar-
riage agreement was binding on the wife,
1 and consequentiy on the oldest child, her
i Deir at law.  Held, that although the hus-
{ band, by that agreement, engaged to settle

what was not'his, but his wife’s, yet the
!the wife would be bound by it, on the
J gronnd that she had assented to her father’s
; arrangement, and hence it was also binding
| on her heir, and must be carried out.— Lee
v. Lee, 4 Ch. D. 175.

MASTER AND SERVANT.—See KEMBEZZLEMENT, 2.

MEASURE OF DAMAGES.—See Damaces, 1, 2.

MisDEScRrIPTION. —See DEED.
MistaKE. —See SALE.

MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGEE.

1. 8. H., tenant for life in leasehold
property under a will, began proceedings
for administration in 1859, In 1859 and
1860 she mnortgaged her life interest. The
same year the mortgagee entered under an
order, received the rents for the interest,
and paid the balance to the tenant for life.
March 25, 1866, S. H. left her home, and
was never heard of again. In 1875, the re-
maindermen under the will petitioned to
have the leasehold sold, and the proceeds
paid to them. For the purposes of that
petition it was decided that S. H. must be
considered to have died soon after June,
1866. On a petition by the remainder.
men for arrears of rent from the mortgagee,
held, that they were entitled to only six
years’rent to the date of the petition, as
there was no relation of trust between the
mortgagee and them, and that there was
no laches on their part in not filing the
petition before the &xpiration of seven years
from the disappearance of S. H —Hickman
v. Upsall, 4 Ch. D. 144,

2. E., a trader, made
veyance toone P. of all his stock of up-
holstery goods in his shop in D. street, and
in the same deed of all his household farni-
ture in his house in S. street. There was
a power in the deed for the mortgagee at
any time to take and retain possession of

a mortgage con-




