February, 1871.] LAV JOURNAL. [Vor. V1L, N, 8,51

Diesr or EraLisu Law Rerorrs,

geized on her return to Naseau, JMeld, that

there was a fitting out or arming, within the

menniug of the act; and that tho wessel was

employed in the servive of insurments, who

foymed part of the provinsg or peoy’e of Cuba.

e The Salvador, L. R, 8 P. C. 218.
FORFEITURE.~—Ses LANDLORD AND TBNANT.
Fraun.--8ee Baxxnvrrey, 1; Conpaxy, 1,
Fravourex? CONVEYANCE,

1. A. mede a voluntary settlement of certain
property, after which ho had not the meaus to
pay his debta. Held, that the settlement could
be set aside at the suit of & subsequent credi-
tor; because, although there wa: no aotual
intent to defraud or delay creditors, that was
its necoswary offiot —Freeman v, Pope, L. R.
5Ch. 53%; s 0. L. R. 8 Eq. 206; 4 Am. Law
Rev. 707,

2. A trader conveyed il his property to
secure the payment of u debt of £450, nud n
further wivance of £300  Seventeen months
afterwnids he beeame bankrupt,  Jileld, that
the cony 'ynnoe was not fraudulent under the
13 iz cap. 5, mor impeachable under the
Bankreupt lawy.—dAlen ¢. Lonneir, L. R. 8 Ch,
b7

Givr.~~8ee WiLrL, 8.

Huseaxn axp Wirn.—~3ee VERDOR AND PunoHA-
sgR, 1.

IrLearrisare CntnbreEN. —See WiLL, 1.

Inrrien CoNTrAOT.~ See Nrauianyce, 7,

IxposssyENT —Se¢ Binis ANp Notes,

INJONCTION.——Ses RalLwax,

Insaxtry.—See TesTAMENTARY Caractry.

Instrance.—Ses Srountry.

INTENT. -~ See Brrns ano Norxs; Burpey or
Proor; FravnurLexr Convevancs, 1.

INTEREST. ~—Ste PARTNERBHLIP,

Lasprory axp TENANT,

The plaintiff, in 18060, lensed to T. and P. for
fourteen years, nnd the lease contained a cove-
uant ‘¢ that the lossecs shall not nor will
underlet or assign or uiherwise part with the
possession of the premises,” without the writ
ten comxent of the lesvor; with a Jlaure of
re-entry if the lessecs should full fu the obser-
vanee or performanoe of any of heir covennnts,
In 1BGB tho plaintiff wrote a Jetter to W. sny.
ing, *I couscot for you to take the two catates
that T. and P. have been ronting of me, ov the
same couditions and in sceordance with their
leage. This will be en nuthority fur them to
trunafer the leage to you on paying £75, being
three-q inrters’ veut due thisdry. N8, It will
be ncossary for you to write uecepting these
terms.” W, accepted the tormy, and entered
i1to possession witl out any assigument of the

-
term ; he countinuec in pos:ession {wo years,
when by consent of the plaintiff he assigned
his interest in the Jesse to trustees for Liis ore-
ditors, who sold the term to the defendant,
Held, that there was no breach of covenant by
T. and P, Quemre, whetber thc provise for
ro-entry applied to the breach of & negutive
covenant. (Exop. Ch.).—West v. Dobd, L. R,
65Q B.460; s 0. L. 1. 4 Q. B. 634; 4 Am.
Law Rev. 203.

See BEasemENT.

Lu.sg.—8e¢ LaNDLORD AND TENaNT,

Manrrien WoxEeN.—See Wire's Scpanarn Es-

TATE.

MasTeR,—8es Borromzry.

MasTRR AND SERVANT.

H. was foremau, porter and superintendent
of the defendunts’ station ynrd; he pave the
plaintiff Iuto custody ou n charge of steuling
the company's timber; the plaiatiff wes
brought befuro s magisirate and dischnrged;
he wag then in the employ of the defendants,
but wus sson aftee dischnrged.  Ileld, that I,
had no implied authority to give a person into
custedy, and there was no evideuce of 1 tat.
ficution of his act by the d~fendants —Edwards
v. London and Nuorth Western Railway Ce.,
L. R.6C. P. 445

MISREPRESENTATION —Sra CoMPANY, 1.

MowrTaaggs ~=Sec I'nioriry,

Neatigencs.

1. The plaintif was vassing along the high-
way uuder o railway bridge of the defendants,
when & brick fell and injurcd him. A train
had passed Just previously. The ik feil
from the top of & perpendiculur briock wall,
upon which the bridge rested on one aide
ield, that this was prima facie eeidence of
negligence on the part of the defendants
{Haunen, J§., dissenting y—Kearney v. London,
Drighton and South Coast Railway Co, L R.
6Q B 41t

2, The defendant was part owaer of a stea-
mer, which ran from M. tv L Pussengers
went oo board & bulk in the harboue at M.,
where they obtained their tickets, snd upon
the steamer’s coming up, desoended by n ladder
to the mnindeck, from which they got ou board
the steamer. The hulk did not belcag to the
uwuery of the stesmer, but was used by then
hy agreement witl the owuer, for the purpase
of ewbarkivg passengers. The plaintiff, in
descending the lndJer, fell down & hatoliway,
clove to its foot, which had been negligently
left upen,  &eld. that the defendunt waas linble,
on the ground that the defendant hnd held this

out nea phooe fur passcpgee to ambork, sud



