
DIGEST 0F ENGLISH LAw REPORTS.

Whieh lie maintaincd. IJeld, that lie was enti-
tled to an injunetion.-Staight v. Burn, L. R.
5 Ch. 163.

AXN2TJITY -Seo FORFEITURE ; NOVATION, 1 ; SE-
CURITY, 2.

A88IONXRENT. - Sec ACTION; FRAUDULEXT CON-
VEYANCE ; SECURITY, 2.

ASSUjzIPSIT.-ee HUSBAND ASD VVIFE, 1 ; INStia-
ANCE, 4.

ATTORNEY -Sec LIMITATIONS, STATUTE 0F, 2;
SOLICITOR.

BAILsxET.-Sec CARRIER.
I

3
nK&qRUPTCY.

1. The English Bankruiotcy Act of 1861 is
Inade applicable to "lail debtors, wbether
traders or flot." A person having privilege of
parliament, and flot a trader, was held flot
exempt froin theïr operation. -Ezparte Morris,
fa re Duke of Newcastle, L. R. 5 Ch. 172.

2. A drawer of a bill of excbange, wbo lias
taken it up after an act of binkruptcy com-
Initted by the acceptor, but before adjudica-
tion, bas a debt, on the strength of which lie
Iraay petition for adjudication against the ac-
Ceptor.-E parte Cyrus, L. R. 5 Ch. 176.

See COSTS; FoRFEITURE1C; INSPECTION 0F
DOCUMENTS; MORTOAGE, 1;POWER, 1;
SIIERIFF ; WINDINO Up.

LILLS AçD NOTES.
1. To an action by the payee against the

drawer of a blli for the accommodation of the
O.ceptor, the defendant pleaded an agreement
fliade nt the turne of the delivery of the bill,
between the plaintiff, defendant and acceptor,
that the acceptor sbould deposit witb the plain-
tiff certain securities, to be held by the plain-
tiff for the due payment of the bll, and that
Uutil these should be sold, and the proceeds
'iPplied. the defendant should flot be hiable to
lie sued upon the bll; and that the acceptor
dePosjited1 the securities with tbe plaintiff, but
that the plaintiff had not sold, but stili held
thein. IJeld M~illes, J., dubitante), that oral
eYidence of this agreement was inadmissible,
'as tending to vary the written contract.-
-4 6rey v. Crux, L. R. 5 C. R. 37.

2. Atter B. lad paid one bill, of whicli M.
Wa"S the liolder, and to which B.'s signature

h8dbeen forged as Rcceptor, M. sued B. on
%UOther similar bill. Tbe acceptance was not
1rritten, authorized or adopted by B., nor did
B*. know that M. had held the former bill, or
leRd M. to believe that the acceptance sued on
""as 3. 'S. IIeld, that B. iras not estopped to
("enY that the bll oued on iras accepted by
hir', l'y having paid the other, and that tlie
judg 90 as flot bound to rule that M. iras enti-

tled to a verdict as a matter of law.-Morris
v. Bethell, L, R. 5C. P. 47.

8. A bill drawn hy A., accepted by B ,in-
dorsed to C., and by C. indorsed to D., iras
disbonored at maturitv. Tbe next morning
D., flot knowing A.'s address, applied to C. for
it, and, C. then being from home, called again
st bi P. M., got tbe address, and, after 6, sent
A. notice of dishonor. It iras not received
that nighit, as it would have leen if posted
before six. AIl the parties lived in London.
P. sued A., and the jury found that lie had
used reasonable diligence in forwarding the
notice. The court refused to disturb a ver-
dict for the plaintiff.-Gladwell v. Turner, L.

R.5 Ex. 59.
See BANEKRUPTOT, 2; CONSIDE RATION ; DAMs-

AGES, 2.
]BURDEN OF PROO.-See D)EATH.

CARRIER.
The plaintiff ias induced by the fraud of

A. to send goods by defendants' line to the Z.
Company (which had in fact ceased to carry
on business), at a certain address. The goods
were tendered there and refused. The defen-
dants then addressed a notice to the Z. Com-
pany, that tbey held the goods to their order,
subject to irarebouse charges, and asking
directions. A. afterwards produced this note,
and a delivery order signed by A. for the
Company, and obtaincd the goods. The saine
tbing happened a second turne, except that no
notice iras sent. It iras left to the jury whe-
ther the defendants lad ncted reasonably and
irithout negligejice as to the goods, and in
delivering 'them to A. lleld, that a verdict
for the defendant should not be disturled.-
HTeugli v. London e. No rth- lVe8tern Railway Co.,
L. R. 6 Ex. 51.

See Punm.c EXUTIBITION ; RAILWAT.

CoS5ER.-See FoRFEITURE.

CIARIT.-See LIMITATIONS, STAXME 0F, 3-
*CoMMISSION,-~See SURVEYOR.
COMMO(N CARRIER.-See CARRIER.
Com~moN, TENANcY NX. -See INJUNCTION, 2
COMPANT.

I. P. Signed tlie memorandum of associa-
tion of a company for 1,850 shares, and F. and
-T. for 50 shares each. p. sold a business to
the cowpany, to be paid for in part by 1,500
paid.up shares. By p.'s directions, 50 of
these shares irere alotted to F., and 50 to J.
Held, that tbis did not Satisfy F.'s and J.'s
subscriptions. - Forbes 4 Judd', Case, L. R.
b Ch. 27.

2. The agent of a company, being requested

to take shares in ît, offered to apply for 100,

JulY, 1870.] [VO L. VI., N. S.-189LAW JOURNAL.


