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LANDLORtD AND TENAqT-AGRWCULTUIIAL LAIVD--I]PLIED DUTY 0F
TENANT TO CULTIVATE-BREACH 0F DUTY BY TENANT
MEASURE OF DA3LAGES.

ifliarns v. Lewis (1915) 3 K.B. 493. This was an action bY
a landiord against a tenant of agicultural land to recover damages
for breach of duty by tenant to cuit ivate the demised premises.
The lease was by paroi, and there were no special stipulations as
to cultivation. The plaintiff claimptd that the defendant had
neglected to cultivate the land in a proper manner. Bray, J.,
who tried the aztion, held that the defendant's common law duty.
when unaffected hy any express agreement, is to caltivate the
land in a good and husbandlike manner according to the custom
of the country, but that he is flot further bound to deliver up the
land at the end of the tenancy in a clean and proper conditior.
properly tilled and~ manured, nor is he necessarily bound or
entitled to leave tht land in the saine zondition as when he took
it, provideil hi- has down to the end of his time continu d to farm
in a good and husbandlike mnanier according to the custom of
.the country. Where thiat duty has been neglected. the measure
of damages is the amount o! the injury to the reversion occasioned
hy the breach, and that-is to be ascertained hy estimating the
Ioss o! rent probably occasioned thereby.

A'T'ACII.MEYT 0F DEBT-" DFBT"-FEES PAYABLE BY NATIONAL
INSURANCE COMMITTEE TO PANEL DO<CTOR.

O'DriscoUi v. Manthe-sier Insurance ('vraniUlee (1915) 3 K.B.
4199. TPhe Court of Appeal (Eadv, PhilIirrare and Bankes, JJ.)
have sffirmed the decision of Rowlatt, J. (1915) 1 K.B. 8i11 (noted
atite vo!. .51, p. 325), to the effect that the fees payable to a panel
<loctor under 'île Insurance Aet are attachal.Ne

MALICIOL'S PROSECUTIoN-RAso.-A4BLE ANO PRO13ABLE CAUSE-
CORROIRORA1'ÎoN-QUESTION FOR JURY-QUESTION FOR J UDCE
-FIAT 0F ATTORNEY-GENERAL.

Bradshaw v. Waterlow (1915) 3 K.B. .527. This was an action
for malicious prosecution, which had been instituted by thc
defendant against the plainitiff on the evidence of one who admittcd
hiniseif to he an accomplice. The prosecution had been insti-
tuted on the fiat of the Attorney-Genpral, and it was not shewn
that the farts had nof, been fairly laid before him. The plaintiff
contcnded that the plairitiff was not justifled in prosccuting with-
out corroborative evidt'n-e strictly implicating the plaintiff.


