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related to the business of a baker it was valid and for the benefit
of~ the infant. as it was the ineans of hie obtaining employnient,
and waN therefore bînding on hiin, and he therefore grianted the
injuncetion riestraining the defendant froi violating the agree-
ment in so fa~r as it related to the busiress of baking.

MUIMus vî'Vî-T .AW-A.TEOATIN 0BI DaAINS-IitBII.TY OF AGENT
CARRYINQ OUT WORK.

Kcrslîaw v. Brooks (1909) 2 K.B. 265 wuas a proseenitioxi for
breach of a, municipal by-law. The defendant hand bepn errnpioyed
hy a hotisclolder to inake certain alterations in the drains of lus

_P libouse, tind iii so doing a hreachi had been committed of the hy-law
of the L~ondon County Council, and the question was whether the
defondant who %vas inerely an agent was lhable to the penalty
imposed by the by-law for suceli brearli. The magistrate dis-

~~ inisscd tlie information and the I)ivisional Court (Lord Alver-
-4 stoue, C.J., andi Walton and Jelf. .J.J.') upheld his deeigion. The

case turma on flic wording of the by-law.

'~ '~~' LiFy 11MZ\N'-PO.fY--FN7A i8S 0e ('NTR.%T--EFFLX2T
éï: OP Oi~7~t' F SIONED PROP0SAL-Esi'1oPPmýI.

Ptrn i Life Asstiraiicc Co. %. Johnson (19091 2 K.13. 288. This
ia somnewhat; peculiar casie. A poliey ras obtaincd by a woînan

on the 111e of lier huladwhich was expressed to lie issuled in
corsideration of the Nvife hiaving signed a proposi i& it w~a
dec]aredl was flic basis of tlue eontraet, n. that in vec, any
îuntrue stuiteuutent being disc'overed as to the state of tlue heaith of

b flic huisband the policy %%as to be void. 1remiiurns werc froin tiîne
to tiînc paid until the husband's death. l'he in8uranpe company
refused to pa,ý the po]iey on flic ground of alleged untrie state-
nucuits in tlhe Iproposal, as to theý Iîiiebwuid s heaýltli. It Nvas £und
as a fiiet that tir, wi Iiiti d neveu' signced no auitlorized the sign-
ing of any l)ropo<sal, ani tiat in faet tiiere was none, and in a

Îlek qiituîuunuuy î>roceeding. to enforce paynment of the poiicy the magis-
.rate held tha9t the poliiy mnust be read and construed as if ai
rei'crencv to th(e proposal huud bi-en mtriick out, and gave judg-
mient for thie nive for the arnount of the poicy. The Divisional

U~ Court (Lord Alverstonc. C.J., and Waiton and Jelf, JJ.)affinned
~4 ~1jthis deeîsion, holding tiat the insurtince company by reason of

V iiving issued tht' p)oliey and receivedl tle pren-r'ims, %wore
j% estop1 ied frnuiî eouiteuîding that tiiere was no poliey owing to the

absence of a signed proposaI.
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