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for seven years, the court ordered adminis-
tration to issue to the guardian elected by
said children, without first citing said next of
kin.—In the Guods of Burchmore, L. R. 3
P. & D. 139,

2. A tesiatrix appointed A. her sole

trustee, and directed that he should be paid

as attorney the sarue as if he were not a

trustee.
those of trustee. Held, that A. was not en-
titled to probate as executor.—In the Goods
of Lowry, L. R. 3 P. & D. 157.

R

See ConTrACT, 1 ; LEASE,
ING ASSETS, 1.

EXECUTOR DE soN Tort.—See LEASE, 2.
FALSE RETURN.

A sheriff had received two writs against 1.
to levy £63 and £44, respectively, and made
a levy under each writ. He then received a
third writ against B. to levy £125, but made
no levy, and returned nwila bone. B. owned
property to the value of £50. Said two writs
were fraudulent. Held, that it was the duty
of the sheriff to have levied on said third writ,
when the plaintiff therein could have dis-
puted the validity of the said writs..—Deands
v. Whetham, L. R. 9 Q. B, 345.

FERRY Boat.—See Courisiox, 1.
Foc.—See COLLISION.

FoRFEITURE. —See CONTRACT, 4.

FoRrRGERY.—See DOCUMENTS, PRODUCTION OF.

FRrAUDS, STATUTE OF.

1. T. agreed in writing, July 6, 1870, to
purchase the plaintiff’s in a leasehold house.
A lease was accordingly prepared, but with

A’s only duties under the will were -

s MARSHALL- |

a covenant inserted that T., the lessee, would !

not carry on the business of a grocer on the
premises. T. died suddenly before the leasc
was executed. The plaintiff testified that it
was distinetly understood between T. and
himself that said covenant should be inserted ;
and the plaintiff’s solicitor testified that he had
shown said lease to T. in August, 1873, and
that 1% had said it was all rig%xt and in ac-
cordance with the arrangement between him
and the plaintiff. After T.’s death the plain-
titf prayed that T.’s administrater be ordered
to execute the counterpart of said leass to T.
Held, that, under the Statute of Frauds, T.’s
administrator conld not be compelled to ex-
ecute said lease containing such a variation
from the written agreement.—Suelling v.
Thomas, L. R. 17 Eq. 303.

2. * Proprietor” is sufficient description of
the vendor of real estgte, whose uname is not
mentioned, to satisfy the Statute of Frauds.
—Sals v. Lambert, L. R. 10 Eq. 1.

Otherwise with ‘‘vendor.”’—Potter v. Duf-
field, L. R. 18 Eq. 4.

G1rT.—See TRUST, 2.

H

ANDWRITING.—See DoCUMENTs, PRODUCTION
OF.

HusBAND AND WIFE.—See BANKRUPTCY, 2.
1LLEGITIMATE CHILDREN.

A testator who had married the day before

the date of his will, gave his wife power t0
dispose by will of his property amongst thelr
children ; and, in default of such disposals
the testator gave his property equally be-
tween his children by his said wife. At the
date of the will the testator had two illegitl-
mate children by his said wife. Held, that
said children would take, in default of dis-
posal as aforesaid by the wife.—Dorin ¥-
Dorin, 1. R. 1T Eq. 463.
See Lrcacy, 1.

INCUMBRANCE. —See  VENDOR AND PURCHAY
ER, 2.

INDICTMENT.—See TRIAL.
INxJUNCTION.

A mailway company, which had runnivd
power over another railway, applied for aB
injunction to restrain the latter railway fro®
preventing the former’s exercising  guc
powers, Held, that, inasmuch as an injunct;
tion would involve an order that the secol.ld
railway company should properly work 1
switches and signals, which was a continuo®
act involving labor and care, the injunctio?
could not be granted. —Powell Duffryn Stea™
Conl Co.v. Taff Vale Raiheay Co., L. B 9
Ch. 331

See CoveENANT, 1; EaseMENT, 1.

INSURANCE.

A policy of jnsurance, effected by the plai®;
titf upon the life of another person, contain®
a proviso that the policy should be void if
the declaration concerning the insured, ma’l .
out by the plaintiff, was not in every respect
true.  An answer to a question in said decl®
ration was untrue, though not to the plai®
tift’s knowledge. ~Held, that the policy ¥
void. —Mucdonald v. Low Union Insurd®
Co., L. R. 9 Q. B. 328.

INTEREST.

A contract between a railway company and
a contractor provided that payments shol}l
be made monthly. There was no provisi®
as to payment of iuterest. The contrach”
demanded a sum alleged to be due, with ¥
terest thereon. The account being displlte";
the contractor filed a bill, and proved thal
sum less than half that demanded was ¢
him. Held, that the contractor was not ¢
titled to interest.—Hill v. South Stofordsh?
Railway Co., L. R. 18 Eq. 154.
INTERROGATORIES. .
1. Inanaction against a partnership t:ﬂ'
partners were interrogated as to who the’
customers were, and in their answer the P?
ners set out the names of their customers ! o8
long schedule. A summons was then t“‘;,;
out, calling on the partners to state ¥ 4
partnership books and documents they b oo
The judge declired that he was convil'jy
that there must be such documents, altho the
the partners had not admitted possessiﬂ%l it
same ; and he ordered the partners to 8% 4
that such documents were in their possess’
—S8aull v. Browne, L. R. 17 Eq. 402. ")
9. The plaintiff filed a bill, praying th*y.
certain business, good-will, and ass€




