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DIGEST 0F ENGLOSEi LAw REPORTS.

ever, which during the termi should lie taxed,
assessed or imposed on the tenant or landiord,
in respsect of the premises demised." The
pariali vestry, having pavedl the strect on whicli
the premises abutted, assessedl tise sum payable
by thse owner as bis proportion of the estimatefi
expenses thereof, gave the occupier a notice,
under the 25 & 26 Vie. cap. 102, sec. 96, requir.
ing hlm. to pay it, and, on his failure to do so,
took proceedings against the owner, and coin-
pellefi him to pay. lIeld, that the owner conld
recover from. tise tenant tho amount paid.-
Th7ompeon v. Lapwor-li, Law Rep. 8 C. P. 149.

LARCeNY.-sS'i CLILMINAL LAw.

LEOACY.-SC IVILL.

LETTER 0F CREoÏ)T.-See CONTRACT, 1.

LEx Loci.-Sec CONFLICT 0Fr LAWýS.

IQUIDATEO DAM'ýAES.-&î VENI)Olt AND PURCHASas
OF- RZsAL ESTATE, 2.

MALsesoUS WOUNDING.
A prisoner may bie convictedl under a statute

punishing the malicions "woonding" ofcattie,
thong-h the wound was inflicted by the pri-
sonor's bands, withont any instrunment.-Tlie
Qsseess v. Bullocli, Law Rep. 1 C. C. 115.

MAflaIsc WOMAN.-Sî IITJ5IAND ANO WIE.

MISTAKE.

A renowed bill of exoliange was drawn out,
with a blank for tlic drawer's namne, by an
agent of tise plaintiff, who, by mistake, inserted,
above the place where thec dra'wer's namne was
aftcrwards insertcd, the name of the plaintiff;
the signatures of the drawer and acceptor wvere
afterwards added, and the bill indorsed to the
plaintiff; the plaintiff sned fhe drawer et iaw,
and, on the defendant pieading that the plain-
tiff s name appeared as drawer on the bill, the
plaintiff fiiefi a bllinl eqnity for rectification.
A demurrer to this was overruled, (1) on the
grouuid that evidence to prove the real contract
was n0f admissible et law, andi (2) on the grund
of the establislied jurisdiction of equity f0 cor-
reet mistakes.-Drif v. lord -Parlker, Law
Rep. 5 Eq. 131.

Sec WsIc,' 1.

MOaRTAeE.-Sce PAROi, EvIDENcE; S'lie, 2; Ss'xý
cIALTT DESST.

NsoCESSAscss.
1. The legal expenses of e desorted wife, (1)

preliminary and incidentai f0 a soit for restito.
tien of conjugal rîglits; (2) in obtaining coun-
sel's opinion on the effect of an ente-nuptial
agreement for a settiement; (3) in obtssining
advice as f0 flic proper mode (a) of dealing
witb fradesmen who were pressing lier to pay

for necessaries snpplied to lier aie she was
deserted, and (b) of preventing a threatcned
distress on lier bosband's furnitore in the bouse
she occnpied, are necessaries for whidli she cari
piedge lier husband's credit-W1ilson v. Bbrd,
Law Rep. 3 Ex. 63.

2. The plaintiff sold te, flic defendauf, a
minor, a pair of jewelled solitaires, which
miglif bo sused as sleeve buittons, wortls £25,
and an antique silver goblet, wortli £15, whieh
lest the plaintiff )•nw tise defendant intendefi
for a present. Tise defendant was the yoonger
son of a deceasofi baronet, with no establishs-
ment of bis own, and an allowance of £500 a
year. In an action for tihe price of these arti-
clos, tise question wlsetlior they were ncoessa-
ries was left to the jury, who foond tîsat tlsey
were. Ileld (by Kelly, C13., and Channeli and
Pigott, 1313.), tîsat tise question was righitiy left
to the jury, bot tisat tise flnding as, to tIc goblot
was \vrong, andi liat tiserefore tisore ooglit f0

be a ucw trial. Per Bramwell, B., that neither
article was a nocessery, and that bofli finding-s
were wrong.

.Af fhe trial, the defendant ssffered evidence,
thsf, wlion lie bouglif thse solitaires, lie was
already sufficiontly provided witlis imilar arti-
cles; but lie did not offer to shsowv that the
plaisitiff knew flic fact. Zidld, that, tise evidence
was properiy rejected.-sqdsr v. IVoînbwcll,
Law Rep. 3 Ex. 90.

il. IJniess speciai circumstances are shown,
tohacco is nlot e ssecessary f0 a0y infant-~
Bryant v. 1?ie/sordsoîz, Law flop. 3 Ex. 93, note,

NOTICE-Sic PRIsoORI; SALE.

NuisANcE.--See INJONCTION, S,

PAEos. EviDENIJEr

Tlie plaintiff mortgaged goods to the defe-
dlant, to seure tlie paymont of £62 by inataI-
monts of £5 on Monday, May 22, and on eils
socceeding Monday tili tise wlsole was paifi.
Tlie mortgage deed provided, that, if tise mort-
gagor sliould make defauît in payment of tise
said £62, or any part fheresf, wlien and ns tise
saune should become duc and payable, tise mort-
gagees miglif talze possession, of tise goods and
soul tiseu. In an action against the defendent
to rocover tise value of thc goods wsici hoe lsad
faier andi solfi for an aliegod defassit lu pay.
ment, tise plaintiff ofeéred paroi evideuce to
show, that, tIe proviens instalmînts laiasb"
been paid, on Monday, August 28, tle plaintiff
asked tise defendant to wait psa-menf tili Sept.
11, wlien alie would pay £6; tise defessdant
assented, and, on Septomber il, tise plaintiff
teudereditie mouey, but the defendisusbnd pre-
viously takon flic goods, Ild, tba t tise paroi
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