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RECENT ENGLIsH DEcisIoNs.

Rep. 598.) Indeed, should the undertaker
recover bis charges frorn the wife's exe-
Cutor, as bie may, yet th 'e latter may in bis
turn recover from the husband. (Dar-
Mfody's'Case, Leg. Int., March 7, 1879.)
And the Courts seemn inçlined to hold that
-a burial mereîy conforming to the require-
Inents of public decency may flot be suffi-
Cient, but that it should be suitable to
the position of the busband. (Smyiey v.
Rees, Slip.; Jenkins v. Tucker, i H. BI. g0.)

Apparently the only way for a husband,
if he bas anythings, to avoid payingy for the
funeral of bis wife is for him to die first
(Somietimes this is a real gain to the wife
an'd ber estate) ; then the principle that
the busband's death revokes the wife's
'authority to bind himn comaes into pluy,
a4nd bis estate gets free of these expenses.

iv. Kreidier, 3 Rawle., Pa. 300.)
Ail1 this is for our lady readers, wliose

"am1r'e is Legion. R. V. R.

RECENT ENVGLISH DECISIONS.

The August numnber of the Law Reports
CoiTiprises 15 Q.B.D. pp. 193-314; 10 P.D.

P 129-137; 29 Chy. D. pp. 565-749, and
2App. Cas. pp. 351-437-

MORTGAGE-TRADE FIXTURES.

The right of a mortgagee to fixtures placed
'011 the mortgaged premises, was held in Sanders

-Datvis, 15 Q. B. D. 218, not to extend to fix-
tlres placed by a tenant of the mortgag or who
lield under a lease mnade subsequently to the
llortgage- This is the decision of a Divisional
Cou01rt composed of Pollock, B., and Manisty,

It was conceded that in the absence of any
'e'Pesreservation to the contrary, if the fix-

111res had been placed by the mortgagor hirn-
'ý2fOn the premises they would have passed

to the mortgagee; and it seems a soniewhat
4ýO'btfui proposition, that the mortgagor can
RiVe his assignee a privilege whicb hie did not

b'8e irnself. This case should be read in
COtanection with the decision of Pearson, J.,

il'7'Oienamv. Swansea, 52 L. T. N. S. 738.

STATUTE 0F FBÂUDS, S. 
1

7-ACoEPrANcE 0F GOODS.

The construction Of s. 17 of the Statute of
Frauds, that ever fruitful source of litigation,
is the subject of discussion in Page v. Morgan,

- 5Q.B.D. 228. The defendant had purchased
a quantity of wbeat by sample; a number of
sacks were delivcred under the contract at bis
premises, and lie opened the sacks and ex.
amined their contents to see if they were
equal to saînple, and immediately after gave
notice to the seller that he refused the wheat
as not being equal to sainple; and the ques-
tion was, whether there had been an accept-
ance by the defendant suficient to satisfy the
statute. The Court of Appeal affirming the
Divisional Court of the Queen's Bench Divi-
sion, held that there had. The learned Master
of the Roils, adopting' the principle laid down

in Kibble v. Gougz, 38 L.T.N.S. 204, said:
" There must be under the statute both an ac-

ceptance and actual receipt, but such acceptance
need flot be an absolu te acceptance --ail that is
necessary is an acceptance which could not have
been made, except upon admission that there was a
contract, and that the goods were sent ta fulfil that
contract.-

CONTR ýCT-.N1AntE fi WOM W. PROp11tTY ACT,

The Etugl,,ish Married Worncii's Property
Act, î882, is, as was ta bc expected, giving
risc ta a plentiful crop of cases. It will be
rememl)ered that prior to that Act it had been
determined in Pike v. Fitzgibbpn, 17 Ch. D. 454,
and other cases, that a married woman's con-
tract only bound such separate property as
she haci at flhe dite of the contract and con-
tinued to have at the time jdAgment was re-
covered against lier. To remove this absurd-
itY from the law was one of the objeots of the
English Act, and of our own recent statute
147 Vict. c. 9~, O.). In the case of Turnbuli v.
Forman, 15 Q. B. D. 234, the Court of Appeal
have, however, determined that the provisions
of-the statute directed to this object (viz., s. 1,
ss. 3, 4) have not a retrospective operation, so
that as to contracts made by a married woi-nan
prior to our statute 47 Vict., thc old rule laid
down in Pike v. Fitzgibbon stili holds good.

LÂNDLORD) AND TENANT.

In Hogg v. Brooks, 15 Q1.13. 256, the Court
of Appeal affirrned the decision of Matthiew, J.,
noted anste p. i69.


