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DIGEST 0F ELIHLAw REPORTS.

for seven years, the court ordered adminis-
tration to issue to the guardian elected by
said children, without firet citilg said next of
kin.-In the Gvods of Burchm>re, L. R. 3
P. & D. 189.

2. A testatrix appointed A. ber soie
trustee, and directed that he shonld be paid
as attorney the saine as if he were not a
trustee. A'. ouly (inties under the will were
those of trustee. Hdld, that A. was not en-
titled t<> probate asi executor. -lai the Goods
of Lowry, L. B. 3 P. & D. 157.

Seo CONTrpACTi. I LEAsE, 2; iIIA-
ING A5SETIS, 1.

EXECUTOR DE soN TORTr. -Sec Ly..sR, 2.

FALSIE RETURLN.

A sheriff had received two write against B.
to le.vy £63 and £44, respectively, and made
a levy under each writ. He then received a
thirdf writ against B. to lcvy £125, but made
no levy, and returned nulla bo, B. owned
property to the value of £50. Said two writs
were fraudulent. Heid, that it was the duty
of the elieriff to have levied on said third writ,
when the plaintiff therein could have dis-
puted the validity of the said writs. -De-inis
v. Whethan, li. R. 9 Q. B. 345.

FERRY BoAT.-SCe COLLISION, 1.

FOG.--See COLLISION.

FoRFEnIUR.-S"ee CONTRACT, 4.

FoRGERY.-See DOCUMENTIS, PRODrUCTION OF'.

FRAUDS, STATUTE OF.

1. T. agr eed in writing, Jnly 6, 1870, to
jîurcbase the plaintiff's in a ]easebold honsu-.
A lease was accordingly prepared, but with
a coveuant inserted that T., tlelesse-, wonld
not carry on the- business of a grocer on the-
preuuises. T. died suddeuly bt-fore the- lt-as-
w-aq execnted. The pdaintiff tcstified that it
was distinet1y uîîderstood between T. and
himacif that ;aid covenant shonld be inserted ;
and the plaintiff's solicitor testified that he had
3shownl said lease to T. in An gnet, 1873, and
that T1. had said it was ail right and in ac-
cordance with the arranîgemnent between bum
and the plaintiff. After V.s death the- plain-
titf prayed that T. 's administrator lie ordcred
to extenute the counterpart of said Icasa to T.
Held, that, under tht- Statute of Frauds, T. 's
administrator could not be compell1td to ex-
et-ute said lease containing snch a variation
from the- written igreernenit.-Siielli;tg v.
Thtomas, L. R. 17 Eq. 3()3.

2. " Proibrietor" is sutficient description of
the- vendor of real estqte, whoqe naine is n ot
mentioned, to patisfy tht- Statute of Frands.
-Salo v. Lambecrt, L. R. 10 Eq. 1 .

Otherwise with '«vendor."-Potter v. Ditf-
field, L. R. 18 Eq. 4.

(x--eeTitusr, 2.

Hl AN rwRiTING. -Seo DOCUMENTS, PROIXUCtON
OF.

* HUSBAND AND WiFE.-See BANKRIJPTCY, 2.

ILLEOITIMATE CHILDREN.

A testator %h had married the day before

[April, i876.

the date of hie will, gave hise wife power t<'
dispose by wiil of hie property amongst theit
chiidren ; and, in defali of sucli disposal,
the testator gave hie property equally be-
tween his chlidren by his said wife. At the
date of the will the testator had two illegit"-
mate childreîi by his said wifé. Held, thât
said chil<lren would take, iii defauit of disa
posai as aforesaid by the wif.-Doria 1.
Doriz, L. R. 17 Eq. 463.

See LEGACY, 1.

INCUM BRAICE.-See VENDOii AND~ PunRIA44
ER, 2

INDICTMENT.-Scee TiI.
INJ 17NCT 1ON.

114- -VoL. XI., N. S.]

A railwa y conîpaity, which had runniug
power over another railway, applied for au'

injunction to restrain the latter railway fr00i
preventing the former's exercîsing sncb
powers8. Hcid, that, inasnînch as an injunc,
tion wvould involve an orcier that the second4
railway comipany should properly work ito
switches and signais, which was a continu0't'
act involviug lalor and care, the inunctilP
could flot be granted. -Powell Duffryn SUe40
Coal CJo. v. 'faif J'aie Railieay Co., L. B
Ch. 331.

Sec COVP,,ENNT. 1i EASEMEXT, 1.

INSL'RANCE.

A pnlicy of insurance, effected by the plieu'
tiff upon the life of another person, contained
a proviso that the policy shoulà l'e void i
tue declaration concerning the insured, made
out by the plainitif, n-as not in every respec'

t

true. An answcr to a question in said deéli'
ration was untrue, thongh uîot to the plSiOW
tifU"s knowledge. Held, that the policy W«'
void. -Ma(tcnwld v. Lair, Union Initt7at»
Co., L. R. 9 Q. B. 328.

INTEREST.
A contract between a railway company 81

a coutractor provided that payments shoIMd
li made monthly. There was no provsiO9

as to paynient of interest The contract.'
demanded a suin alleged to l'e due, with Il"
teret thereon. The account heing dieptl
the contractor filed a bill, and provied that #
suni less than hialf that deînanded wasdl
hiîîî. Held, that the contractor was not l"
titled to interest.-HilI v. South StazffordS"i''
Railicay Co., L. R. 18 Eq. 154.

INTEILROGÂTORElES.

i. lu an action against a partnership t
partuers were interrogated as to who tbh
customers were, and iii their answer the 9ý
ners set ont the naines of tht-jr customers I
long schedule. A suminons was, then j5
ont, calling on the artners to' state '"
partnership books ain docuiments they IhW'
The judge declared that he was conV1II b
that there must l'e snch documents, alth0l,.
the partners had not admitted possessing .,s
sainie; and he ordcred the- partners to adol

i that snch documents were in their pseg#
-Sauli v. Brou'ne, L. R. 17 Eq. 402.

2. The plaintiff filed a bill, praying tb» l
certain business, good-will, and 8sset-89


