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expiration, was within the condition.— Davis v.
Copeland, 67 N. Y. 127. )

Husband and Wife—By an ante-nuptial settle-
ment, property was vested in trust to the separate
use of the wife during her life, free from the
control of her intended or any future husband,
and after her death to such persons as she
should appoint, and, in default of appointment,
to her husband and children, should they sur-
vive her. The wife died without making any
appointment, having previously obtained a
divorce for adultery of the husband. Held, that
he took nothing under the scttlement, though
he survived her.— Barclay v. Waring, 58 Ga. 86,

Lliegal Contract.—Action by payee against
maker of & promissory note. Ileld, that evidence
was admissible to show that the note was made
solely to protect defendant's property from his
creditors, and under an agreement that it should
be cancelled at his request ; and that these facts,
if proved, were a defence.— McCausland v.
Ralsion, 12 Nev. 195,

Indictment—An indictment for forgery of a
check on the City Bank of Dallas purported to
et out the tenor of the check, whereby it
appeared to be drawn on the City Bank, without
designation of place. Held, that the indictment
was bad for repugnancy.—Roberts v. The State,
2 Tex. Ct. App. 4.

Insurance (Fire).—1. The lessees of land
erected thereon a building, which, by the terms
of the lease, was to belong to the lessor at the
expiration of the lease, insured the building,
describing it as « their building, occupied by
them, situated on leaged land,” by a policy con-
ditioned to be void, unless the interest of the
assured as owner, assignee, factor, lessee, or
otherwise, should be truly stated, Held, that
the policy was valid.— Fowle v, Springfield Ins.
Co., 122 Mass. 191.

2. A policy was conditioned to be void if
there should be other insurance, not mentioned
in it, on the property ; and contained a permis-
sion for $6,000 other insurance, In an action
on the policy, eld, that the insured might show
that he notified the insurers of, and they con-
sented to, other insurance to the extent of
$8,000, and that $6,000 was written in the policy
by mistake.—Greene v. Equitadle F. & M. Ins
Co,11R. 1,434 '

3. Partnership property was insured by policy
conditioned to be void in cage of any transfer

by sale or otherwise. One partner l'eﬁ"ed
the firm, and sold his interest thereil
others ; after which a loss happened: I
that the policy remained in force.— Ie%%
Co. v. Coken, 47 Tex. 406. od BY the
4. Goods stored in a town occupl o i
United States troops during the war ‘Ye
sured against fire by a policy exemptlng“ir
insurers from liability for damage by fir arll
ing by any invasion, insurrection, ﬂof’ or
commotion, or by the act of any ml]ik b
usurped power. The town, being attac donod
8 superior force of the enemy, was & . .
by the troops, who, by the order of theif -
manding officer, set fire to a building C_Oni
ing military stores, to prevent their falllng) )
the encmy’s hands. The fire Spl'ea‘d
building containing the goods insure
destroyed them. IHeld, that the insurer® X
not liable.—[ Etna] Ins. Co. v. Boom 95
117 ; reversing s. c. 12 Blaichf. 24 ; 40
575. 4 0
5. The owner in fee of land Ca“_se .
buildings on it to be insured by policy e
ditioned to be void, «if the interest %
assured be other than the entire unc"f’“dlfu
and sole ownership of the property, o !/
buildings insured stand on leased groun® fict"
less it should be so expressed in the p;eﬂ‘"
The land was in fact let for a term of 7
and this was not expressed in the policy- “"
no breach of the condition.— Insurance
Haven, 95 U. 8. 242. ared
6. The owners of certain whiskey Pro° by
insurance on “ whiskey, their own or hem
them on commission, including gover 16"
tax thereon for which they may be lﬂ;d of
They were so liable as sureties on the kel
the distiller in whose warehouse the Wb
was. Held, that this interest was ins%
and covered by the policy; and J:;%ns
having been recovered against the ass8 !
suit on the bond, which the ingurers b peldh
requested, and had declined, to defends
that the insurers were liable for the “”‘M
that Judgment.—{ Germania] Ins. Co. V-
som, 95 U. 8. 547. )
Insuga: ¢ (Life).—1. By a policy of mgu:”
the statements in the application were 2 b
warranties. These statements were wri !
the medical examiner of the insurers, ¥ th, put
the assured told the truth about his heal




