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P)OetIon1 and could net new turn round and
hOld lusa PersOnall hable.

là x ., J' agreed with ]Mr. Justice Cross, and
rnight state that Mr. Justice Tessier, whe

Sabsent, after much study had arrived at
sae1i Conclusion. The authority of Trop-

lng (Priv. et hyp. terne 3, Nes. 813, 822 & 823)Wm5 ref'rre te as sustaining the view taken
b3y tbea inajorit

ug rtYof the Court.

art ent cenfirnied, Sir A. A. Dorien, C.J.,
O"t're ay, i., disseuting.

P ure 4* Robidoux for appellant.
dent. m)-agnuelo 4, Rainvulle for respon-

RRg-EV NGLISH D.ECISIONS.

liainie-,An indictmaent for an ebscene pub-
one bad, even after verdict of guilty, if

Oascn t0 set eut the words relied upon as
e, and sets eut the title of the work only.

Q.a4~ .* The Queen, 3 Q. B. D. 60 7; s.
Li 2 * .D 569.
4 "ttaOl«Qon, Statute of-l. In 1783, a lease

*.orauted for ninety-nine years, and there was
M~ent under the lease until 1876, when

gron WS rought for possession, on the

S that the lease was void, under 13 Eliz.
Vod 1lc that the lease was not void, but

hae; and, as an action of ejectment miglît
e bUe begau once, the Saueo ii

04 bgauto un at the time of the lese,
f Otfrein the date of the action.-Governors

c~ ~ '~'IOpitL v. Knot18, 8 Ch. D. 709 ; s.

1)e tldatowe plaintiffs a large debt, in-
rtei a85 and, in answer te a demand,

%4:i 1 a tter in May, 1874, in which he
a k ']a lieve me, that I neyer lose eut of

li ObligaUs tewards you, and that I
8%» ,ld)as soon as my position becomes

witi> btter begin again, and continue
18,4)In t'tlinants?" It appeared that, in

) but ndfintI condition was bettered by
tS if t ne batter in an; ether year. ld,

0118, ý re *as a promise, it was a conditional
th. d theret ws net sufficient evidence that

0U f tile Ot had happened te take the case
à. a. StatUte.Mcvyeruoff V. FrOelch, 3 C.

*ltVil$4eThe defendant left a steam-plow,
ýVUattached, on the grass by the

side of the Ilmetalled I or traveîled part of the
read, the engine being taken away. Hie was in
the habit of travelling fromn place te place with
it, and had left it there, as it was engaged near
by for the next day. The plaintif'5s testator
drove by in the evening in his cart with a mare
which, though without bis .knowledge, was a
kicker. The mare shied at the van, got the
off-wheel on the foot-path, be-gan to kick, kicked
the dasher te pieces, ran, got her leg ever the
shaft, feil, and pitched the driver out and
kicked him in the knee, se that he afterwards
died. The jury found that the van was left
where it stood "9unreasonably"I and "inegli-
gently," that the accident was "4due te the van
being where it was, and te the inherent vice of
the mare combined," and that there was ne
contributory negligence en the part ef the
deceased. Hold, that the plaintiff was entitled
te recever, on the ground of the negligeùe of
the defendant, and that his act was the real
cause of the accident.-Earriâ v. Mobbs, 3 Ex.
D. 268.

I>arlïtson.-The Partition Act (31 & 32 Vict.
c. 40) provides, that at the request of one part
owner for partition, there shahl be a public sale,
unless the other part owner can show good
cause why some other course sheuld be taken.
Plaintiffs ewned three-sixteenths of property in
a tewn where improvements were going on , and
applied for a public sale. Defendant, who
owned the remaining thirteen-sixteenths, op-
posed it, and offered te buy the portion of
plaintiffs at a valuation. Held, that there
should be a valuation in chambers of the
three-sixteenths, instead of a public auction of
the whole.-Drinkwater v. Radclife (L. R. 20
Eq. 528) censidered.- Gilbert v. Smith, 8 Ch. D.
548.

Sal.-A contract of sale provided, that if the
purchaser should make any objection or re-
quisitien in respect of the titie, or of any other
matter which the vendors should be unwilling,
by reasen of expense or etherwise, te CemplY
with, they sheuld be at liberty te annul the
sale and the purchaser sheuld receive back bis
deposit. The vendors failed te, show any title
whatever, and claimed te annul the contract
and te returu the deposit. Hcld, net cempetent,
and that the purchaser could have the depesit,
and an inquiry for damages.-Bowman v. Hyland,
8 Ch. D. 588.


