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(lor's, and no ono olso's; thant t1ho coin-
pany wvas the vcndor's agent, and tlit
tho(, vendor wvas botund to iich'îîîiifly
that agent (the cornpany) iu re8spet
of dlai inado upon it,

Is mnaliejous initeriforonc(o rcwuilLing
in the disi-nissal (je Noriî'îon actioni-
a'ble ?

Flood and others vs, Jackson and
others (Times L.R. 276). Mr. Justico
Kennedy, H.C.J., hlcd thuat any
inalicious disturbance of atiothe'i in
his calling or business cauaiing Iinî
darnage i8 actionable, wvhothier it in-
duces a breach of con tract or whetlier,
without inducing a breachi of contract,
it tends te deprive the other of oni-
ployrnent, present or future,

IF property is griven trustees te pay
the income to A. for lifo for lier separ-
ate use, and the proporby is te ho
handed over to A.'s appointees by will,
and in d,rault o? appointiment the
property la, given to, A.'s exeutei's,
adnuinistrators and assigu s, is A. absom
lutely entitled to thie property ?

Re Turner v. King, Yes, said
1(ekewich, HI.C.J., and on releasing
the power A. is entitledl to have the
property Ianded over te hier, since in
suchl a cese, owing to tho Marricd
Wlonen's Property Act, 1882, the life
interest coalesces with tho reversion-
ary interest directly the power le re-
leased. (64 L.J. Chy. 252.>

IF A. bas the solc righit of porform-
ig a draina ini the United Kingdloi

and all other countries, will the court,
'by injunction, restirain B. frein per-
forrning the draina in publie in Ger-
anany ?

IlMovocco I3Bound " Syndicate v.
1 itrrii and ('hialibecrltiin ('finies L.R.
6254). No, siid Koekewich, J. ; the in-
.IjlneLioni inuat b obtiîîcd in Ger-
inanly. Ie haëd no juriscliction to en-
ror-co (lennan Iaw.

LÀin;ET. - Corporation - Prîvileged
CCCaiotn-* tateinent oxcecding privi-
lege. Nevili v, Thli Fine Arts Insur-
aonce Company (Lim.).

Tho dofendants (a corporation), for
thoir own henfit, publishced in a circu-
lai lot-ter~ a stfttelfeflt whîchi was false
andi calculated to injure the plaintiff,
upon an occasion -%vhich wvas privileged
for tho inaking of a necessary andi
proper statement; but the occasion did
not net justify the corporation in niak-
ing a portion of the statement.

Poellockc, B., Q.B.D., Mairch 4th, held
thiat the libel was, apart from any
que8tion of malice, a wvrongfuI oct in
furthierance o? the defendants' inter-
est, for which, as for other wvrongfu1,
acte, the defendants were liable, ah-
thougli a corporate body.

INSURANOE NOTES.

Tiir, bill respecting the JInsurance
Law~ introduced iute the Legisiature
at the session just breughit te a close,
18 now te be known as 58 V., c. 34.

The1 first featuro werthy of notice
is the further authority claimed by
the province ever Insurance contracts.
Heretofore it was a matter of course
te lot loose any concern te do busi-
ness in Ontario, upon proof that the
]Dominion Insurance departiment had
athtorizeci it under the Insurance Act
ef Canada. Nowv, however, the On-


