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flaiIitiff could recover theuinsurafloe Oz' freight

Mm ithe defndant. -ackson v. Union Mtari"-'

'1 C'o., L. R. 8 C.,P. 672.
8. The. charterers of a vesse

1 were bound by C

~1Charter.atyo the foflowing obligation :

SiFufdcient cashi ftor shi 'à ordinary cLwburse-

n"tato b. advance(the.muster againat
teightt aubject to, interest, insurance, and

<>I11IIiuion0 , and the. master to indoras the

&riOlnt so advanced upon has bils of làding."P

Ti. 0charterera failed to insure their advance,

r4u1 the0 vessel wau lest. HelZ, that the. char-

toer had no dlaim againat the. owners for

Pynntof their a.dvance.- Watson Y.

fZGd L. R. 2 H. L. Sc. 804.

8.. CJsToM ; FîRIGRT.

CL&8*.. ,Jee VEBTED iNTEREST.
eebCI.-S" WILL.

Lo~(N CRIUil.SCCNEGLIGENOL.

OoelLlCITY -Se ]EXTRADITION.
CoeTCTION....Sed CRÂRTER.ARTY, 1.

COXTACT.

I. The engineer of a railway compafly pro-

Dao SPecifications of the. worka to b. exe-
M'ted on a propoaed railway, an hepaitf

Ofend. to construet the railway for a sum

~uaI to the total of the prices at whieh the

»4ltiffe ifixed the itemns in said specificatiofla.

oeOltrc under seal was then entered into

betwfeen the coxnpany and the plaintiffs, where-

îri the. latter agreed to compleet aaid railway for

aid Sf111. Held, that the plaintiffs could not,

11i1de.r the. circumatances, maintain a claim

q'iaint the company on the ground that the

*ork to be dont was understated in said apeci-

fl"tioR.Shapev. San Paulo RaiZwcq/ Co.,

2. The defendant aold the plaintiff his flews-

9eenCY business for a suin, part of which was

tu be contingent upon the. profits of the busi-

l"s for the. ensuing two and one-half years.

ThO defendant also agreed to superintend the

P)1'titff business and obey bisorders. Withili

the6 firat year the. plaintiff sgreed with R. to

d.l8cOntinue his news business, transferring to

IR uch contracta and business as R. should

%lct to continue. The plaintiff then directed

t'le defendant to, discontinue bending news,

%1d applied for an inijunctiufl. Held, that

th ePlaintiff, having broken his implied ccve-

r4nt to carry on the. business, 'was not entitled

toan injunction7 to restrain the. defendant

4lOaking any other portion of the agreemnt.
Dcs81qM pa th and Intelligenlce Co. y.

,L. B. 8 Ch. 658.
8.The plaintiff offered at B. to buy cotton,

~1dthe defendant accepted the offer at L r4he

etton' to ho delivered at L. The. plaintiff

biOtlgit suit at B. for breach of contract. By

t&iean action can be brought in the district
Where~ the cause of action wholly or in part

%rse HeId, that the. offer at B. was vart of

tecause of action, and «that the suit was

torYbrought at B.-GrUlL v. .Beack, b

CRoRÂteoUIN....Se4 BILLS AND NOTEs,1.

'Where an attorney brought an action withoiit

tiie a'uthort of the plaintiff, the. plaintiff wus

hedetitled to have the proceedinga atayedl

ithout payiieiitof coets.-~RuIlds 'V.

Bow.U, L. &. 8. Q. B. 398.

OylENAN;T.
The directors of theT. railwayleased from the

owners of the. B. dock certaJin land *dJoinin9gý

the dock, to b. uaed for the purpose of ahip,--

ping gooda froin and ifto vessels entering t ae

docK; , ad they covinanted that they wou1d&

iprocure, so far a they ahould be able, ail mer-

.chandise conveyed upon or along the said rail-

way, or anu part or brandi thereof, foi' the

purpose of being brought to, the 8a-scoast for

a hi p mnt, to be shipped into vesse la in si

dock nd ol a certain dues upon such

merchandise ; andthat wiien any merciiandis

which ahould be conveyed upoil or althereof,

said railway, or any parto brnc vees

should be ahipped into or out o ,n tee

in any dock other t han the B.dock, ty

would pay the saine dues that would. have been

payable on auch merchandise if' ahipped intO

or out of a vessel in 8aid B. dock. After this

lease a comnpany waa authurized to constrfldt

certain docks aud a line of railWaY thereto,

and said T. railway wss empowered te lese

aIl the coxnpanY's wvorks, by Act of Parlia-

nment. The directors of the. T. raîlway aczcord-
ingly leased such works, and shipped gooda

froin thie coinpanyps docks and carried thom

over the. leased lin. of railway, and aban-~

doned the use of the B. dock. Held, that

said directora iiad not broken their coyen-

ants ; and that there wvere no dues payable in

respect of oods shipped fromn or intoiaid

company 'adcs Dret7 fUe Taif Vale,

Railw'qi Co. v. Mtacnabb, L R.. 6 Ri. L. 169.

See CONTRACT, 2 ; bRAàsE, 1, 2.

CUL-.DE-SAO.-Stt STREET.

Cy PIS.
Charitable trusta created in the seventeenth

and eighteenth centuries i» favor of poor

prisoners in London, failed in consequendce of

the abolition of debtors' priaons. Held, that7

the trust funds could not be applied towa'ds-

the establishmnent of an industrial school for

childrefl of persona convicted of crime and

îIndergoing sentence.-In i-e prison~ Chaiities,

L. R. 16 Eq. 129.

DAllAGE'S.
1. À manufacturer of iron contracted to seli

150 tons of iron to the plaintiff, delivery to bo

twenty tons per xnonth. Deliveries were not

duly made, and the plaintiff partly supplied

the deficiency by buying iron in the minaiet.

The. seller flled a petition in bankruptcY, an

the purchaser claimed to prove the differeice

between the. contract price of the whole iiiount

of irox undelivered and the market-Pnide at the

tinie of filipg the. petition. The. value of iron

had greatly risen. Held, that the purchaser

could only prove for the. differencdes between

the contract price and the mnarketÇIic t'th$

turne when the nionthly deliVeriesSCudhv

been made.-Eeparle Llanq&MW' Tin XaMS

C'o; lInre Von,bL R. 16Eq-
1 5 6.

2. Declaration ;tating that defendafit had

agreod te present certain bis to B. for accept-

suce, and if, after accept5flce the bilas were


