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Paper, headed «Supplement,” beginning, “I
The,eomitted to tell you,” &c., and unsigned.
he « ;’RS no reference in the letter proper to
Supplement.” Jleld, that the unsigned
m;ment was not a sufficient declaration of
v under the Statute of Frauds.— Kronheim
Oknson, 7 Ch. D. 60.
® Lease ; Specific Performance, 1.
Yrantee.—See Husband and Wife, 2.
'f‘b'lnd and Wife—1.'A husband and wife,
ed since the Married Woman's Property
1870, gave a joint and several promissory
The husband took the money, and after-
became bankrupt. Ifeld, that the wife's
thl;::ate Property was liable on the note, and
e Was no necessity to make the trustees of
g estate partics.—Davies v. Jenkins, 6 Ch. D.

Act,

POi;eThe wife of C., a retail trader, who was
88ed of separate estate in her own right,
out restraint to anticipate, gave a guarantee

Witing to the plaintiff, a dealer with whom

* t‘&ded, ag follows : “in consideration of you,

7 38ving at my request agreed to supply and

Yoy 8h goods to C., I do hereby guarantec to

* "% the gaid M., the sum of £500. This guar-

"¢ i8 to continue in force for a period of six

it ) and no longer.”” C. had previously dealt

M., and at the time of the guarantee a bill

be::ﬂ‘fmge drawn by M. on C. for a balance had

dishonoured, and another bill was soon

Ug due. Held, that the guarantce applied

'ho::y moneys to the extent of £500 which

d be due during six years, including the

Onoured bill ; that the fact that goods were

ti;:iﬁhed subsequently created a good considera-

"’Nto the wife for the guarantce ; and that the

ba]a;ate estate of the wife was liable for any

i X, ce due M. from C., to the extent of £500.
| rrell v. Cowan, 6 Ch. D. 166.

; I’U“nction.—l. Where a statutory board has
N Wer to recover a penalty by criminal proceed-
B8 for violation of a statute regulation, a court
s:‘l?ity will not interfere by injunction to
Tain those proceedings.— Kerr v. Corporation

. Teston, 6 Ch. D. 463.
- W. s0ld 8. 1and adjoinivg other land of W,
o ‘l"' which therc were mines. S. purchased
N and for the purpose of erecting heavy build-
afs for an jron foundry thereon, and W. was
% of this fact. Subsequently W. leased the
_'Be8 to 1. & Co., who began mining. §. hav-

ing begun to build on his land, applied for an
injunction against W, and H. & Co., to restrain
the working of the mines in a manner to endan-
ger the support of his buildings. Jleld, that 8.
was entitled to an injunction.—Siddons et al. v.
Short et al., 2 C. P. D., 872.

Innkeeper—By 26 & 27 Vict. c. 41, § 1, no
innkeeper is liable for loss of the goods of
a guest beyond £30, except where such goods
shall have been lost through the wilful neglect
of such innkeeper, or any servant in his employ.
Section 3 requires every innkeeper to keep
section 1 posted in a conspicuous place in his
inn, in order toentitle him to the benefit therof.
The defendant had what purported to be section
1 posted properly in his inn; but by an unin.
tentional misprint, it read thus: « Through the
wilful default or neglect of such innkeeper, or
any servant in his employ.” Held, that the
misprint was material, and the innkeeper was
not entitled to the benefit of the statute.—
Spice v. Bacon, 2 Ex. D. 463.

Jurisdiction—The court declined jurisdiction
where a foreigner brought an action for co-
ownership against a forsign vessel, and another
foreigner appearcd to have the petition dismis-
sed, and tbe consul of the State where the ship
was registered declined to interfere.— The Agin-
court, 2 P. D. 239.

2. Suit between two foreigners over a foreign
vessel, where the court, under the circumstance’,
assumed jurisdiction for a particular purpose.—
The Evangelistria, 2 P. D. 241.

3. A clerk employed to collect money, and
remit it at oace to his employers, collected
several sums at a place in Yorkshire, subse-
quently wrote two letters to his employers in
Middlesex, without mentioning the above col-
lections, aud afterwards, a letter, intended, a8
found by the jury, to lead his employers to
think that he had collected no money in York-
shire. Held, that he could be tried for em-
bezzlement in Middlesex, where the letters were
received.— The Queen v. Rogers, 3 Q. B. D. 28.

Lease.—Written agreement by the defendant
with the plaintiff, duly signed by both, for the
lease of a housc for a certain term and price
named. It was recited that ¢ this agreement is
made subject to the preparation and approvalof
a formal contract;” but no other contract was
ever made. Held, that the agreement was only
preliminary, and the defendant was not bound



