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note, married. Subsequently she separated
from iber busband, and a deed was executed
wberehy it wus agreed that the intere8t of said
sum should be paid to tbe wife for life ; after
lier death to the liusban,] for life ;sud that
after bis dleatb the prînipal sbould go to tbe
chila of the marriage absolutely. Afterward
the parties came together again. the husband
hecame bankrupt. snd tbe trustee in bank-
ruptey claimed said money. Hcld, that tbe
wite was elititled in equity to s ýse1tiemet.-
Buffles v. Aiston, L. R. 19 Eq. 539.

ESTOPPEL

A railway company informed the plaintiff
that they bcd received certain gooda for bis
accounit, sud bcad received warehouse rent sud
charges upon tbe gooda, iu conséquence of
wbicb the plainitiff contracted for the sale of
the gooda, wlich, iu fact, wvere not witb the
coTnpany. Under tbe circumstances it was9
held, that tise compauy was not estopped froin
sbowi ng that the goods neyer reachcd tbem.
Discu ssion of estoppel in pais.-Cen' v. Lons-
don and North-wcstc,- Bailway Co., L. R. 10
C. P. 307.

EVIDENC.-Sec DEATII; NEGLIGENCE, 2;
WILL, 2.

ExECUTIrON.-See BANKRUPTCY, 1.

EXECITTORS AND ADMINISTRÂTORS.

A testator directed bis trustées to permit
bis wife to receive the rents sud profits of bis
estate, and carry ou bis business. The wife
took ont administration, sud carried on thé
business, and djed intestate snd insolvent.
The îpersons entitled to the reversion of the
testator's estate were cited, but did niot accept
administration de bonis non. Hcld, that a
creditor of the wife, for debts contraeted while
she was csrrying on tbe business, must take
out administration to the wife's estate before
hie could take out administration de bonis non
of the testator's estate.-Fairland v. Percy,
3 P. & D. 217.

Sec SET-OFF.

EXTORTIONATE BÂRGAIN.-See MORTGAQE, 8.

PIEFS.

In s patent suit, where costs were taxed as
between solicitor sud client, tbe costa of
drawings to be affixcd to counsel's brief were
disallowed. Cbarge for attendance of solici-
tor's clerk, lu addition to the solicitor's costs,
were dissllowed. £16 15s. were allowed for
fées to a scientific witness for beinig eugaged
two days lu reading the papers, swearing to
affdavit, &c. £7 7s. la iiot too Iligh a daily
tee for each dav's attendance of the cross-
examining cousel. Fees for atteudance of a
third c',uusel are geuerally disallowed. Re-
freshers allowed where the case exteuds over
two days. -Smith v. Buller, L. R. 19 Eq. 473.

FITURFS.
Shop-fixtures were sold under a condition of

sale, requiring the poirchaser to remove tbein
vitbin two days after the sale. The pur-

chaser, by arrangement with the trustée of tbe
bankrupt owner, did not remove the fuxtures,
as hie intended to take the shop, sud nego-
tiated with the lar.dlord for that purpose ; but
the negotiations fell through, and the truste
sent the keys to the landiord. Afterward the
plaiutiff applied to the landiord for the fix-
turcs, when it appeared that; the premises had
been let to the défendant. He!d, that the
plaintiff was entitled to the fixtures.-Saint
v. Pilley, L. R. 10 Ex. 137.

FoREOLOLYR.-See MORTGAGE, 1.
FouRnIN STATE.-Sec STAY OF PROCEEDINGS.

FRAITDS, STATUTE 0F.
1. An agreement for the sale of real estate

was signed by C., the agent of the vendors,
andi it appearcd fromn the agreement that the
vendors were a company in possession, sud
that the interests of a company in propcrty on
wbicb it bcd been carrying on opérations were
to be sold. Held, that the x'endors were suffi-
ciently described to, satisfy the Statute of
Frauds.-Commins v. Scott, L. R. 2o Eq. 10.

2. The plaintifi's traveller called on the
défendant, and obtaiued an order for the sî'p-
ply of clocks. The traveller wrote the order
iu duplicate, handing the duplicate to the
defendant, and keepiug the original. The
order contained the defendant's name snd ail
the ternisof acontract. Held, that it didnfot
appear that the traveller signed the order s
the defendant's agent, s0 that there wau ne
memorandum sufilcient to satiafy the 17th
section of the Statute of Frauds.-Murphy Y.
Boeae, L. R. 10 Ex. 126.

3. The defendant, while negotiating with
the plaintiff for the lease of the former's mes-
suage, prumised to inake certain repairs upon
sud send additions] furniture ta the premisel
if the plaintiff would fortbwith become his
ten-int. The plaintiff entered into occupation
of the bouge, sud the defendant again prom.
ised to, make the repaira and supply the furni-
turc. IJcld, that the déefendants promise did
flot relate to an interest in or concerniug land
within the Statute of Frauda (29 Car. 2, c. 8,

§4). -A ugell v. Duke, L. R. 10, Q. B. 17M
Sec CONTRAcT, 4 ; LEAsE, 1.

FRAUDULENT PREFErZENCE. -Se BANXecUPTGT

2.
GENERÂL AvERtAGE.-See INsUstÂNox, 4.

GRANT.

Qucen Elizabeth, iu the tbirty-first year of
ber reign, of bier spécial grace, certain know-
ledge, aud mere motion gralited by letters-
patent to the town of Hastings " ail that
bier parcel of land sud bier hereditaments
caLed tbe S'one Beache, with the appurten-
suces iu snd upon the aforesaid parcel of land
called the Stone Beache, then or lately built
or constructed. " The defendant deposited
earth on the beach, sud the towu prayed an
injonction. Ueld, tbat the grant included
tbe wbole of the beach to low-water mark.
Injunctioii granted. -corporation <o/ Hastings
v. Ivali, L. R. 19 Eq. 588.

See EAtEMENT ; INJUNCTION, 6.
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