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tions betweeîî relatives desirous of protect-
ing themselves. 1 rernark on the brief, the
proof that this. M. Edouard Honoré Ouel -
lette neyer received office. Consequently 1
arn of opinion that Placide Robert lias not
commritted an act of corruption in his con-
versations above rellated, and that he lias
flot caused the defendant to inceur any legal
responsibility, vven supposing that he could
be considered as his agent.

Being of opinion that Placide Robert did
flot commit acte repreheneible in a legal
point of view, it is useless for me to discuse
the question of agfency, and in coneequence
I arn of opinion tlat the appeal should be
disniissed with coBs against the appellants.

[We have inserted the above translation of one of the
jnidgments in a wellIknowni election case, thinking that
kt will flot be without interest to those among our eub-
scribers who may lie unacquainted with the language of
the original, which %-ill b. found at p. 291, 2 Sup. Ct.
Rep.]
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DIGEST 0F THE ENGLISH LAW RE-
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AND OCTOBER, 1878.

(Concluded.)
NUISANCE. -- Sce NEGLîGENCE.

NULLITY.-See HUSBAND AND> WIFE, 2.

PARTIES3.-See TRUST, 3.

PARTITION.

The Partition Act (31 & 32 Vict. c. 40) pro.
vides that, at the requeet of one part owner

for partition, there shaîl be a public sale, un-
leus the other part owner can show good cause
why some other course ehould be taken. Plain-

tiffe owned three-sixteenths of property in a
tewn where improvements were going on, and
applied for a public sale. Defendant, who

owned the remaiming thirteen-sixteenthe, op-

posed it, and offered to buy the portion of

plaintiff's at a valuation. Reid, that there

should be a valuation in chambere of the three -
sixt.eenths, instead of a public auction of the

whole. Drinkwvater v. liadc4ffe (L. R. 20 Eq-
~528) conàidered- Gilbert v. Sinit/î, 8 Ch. 1D.
548.

PLEÂDINO AND PRACI'IC,. -See LIBzEL, 3;
TRUST, 3.

POLICY.-See INMLURANCE, 1

'PENCATORY TRUST, -See WILL, 2.

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. -See CONTRACIT, 1, 2.

PXINCIPAL AND SURETY.-See SURETY.

PRÎI LEGED) COMMUNICATIoNS. -See LIBEL, 1.

PROMISE. -See LIMITATIONS, STATUTE 07, 2.

PROXIMÂTE CAusE. -See BILLS AND NOTES, 1

NEC LIGENCE.

QUÂRRY.-See WASTE.

REALTY AND PERSONALTY.-"See WILL, 1.

RESIDUE. -See WILL, 3, 6.

SALE.

A contract of sale provided, that if the

purchaser should make any objection or re-

quisition in respec- t of the titie, or of any

other matter which the vendors should be un-

willing, by reason of expense or otherwiee, te

cornply with, they ehould b. at liberty to

annul the sale, and the purchaser ehould re-

ceive back hie deposit. The vendors failed to

show any titie whatever, and claimed to annul
the contract and to return the deposit. Held,
not competent, and that the purchaser cou&I
have the deposit, and an inquiry for darnages.

-Bowman v. IIylaiud, 8 Ch. D. 588.

STÂTUTE.

Where pereonàs played a gaie called Puif and
Dart, which consisted in blowing a email dart
through a tube at a target, and the players
each put in 2d. entrance money, and the
money was used to buy a dead rabbit, which
was the prize of the gaine, held, (COCKBURN,

C. J., in doubt), that the players were guilty
of " gaming," within the Licensing Act, 1872,
35 & 36 Vict. c. 94).-Beu, v. Haiston, 3Q,
B. D. 454.

SURETT.-

The plaintiff leaeed to B. a farm of 234
acres, and pasturage for 700 sheep, which

went with the farin, froin year to year, froin
April 10, 1873, rent payable balf.yearly. B.

1gave a hond, with the defendant and others as
1 sureties, that he would re-deliver the sheep in
Ias good order and number as when he took

thein, and, if there was auy deterioration, da-
mages should be asessed. November 9, 1875

plaintiff gave B. notice to quit on April 10,
1876, or at sucli turne as the notice shouid be
Ia good notice for. Lt wau admitted that the

notice was ineufficient te end the lease on

April 10, 1876. April 8, 1876, B. reftised to

obey the notice te quit, and it waa withdrawn,
and an agreement wau matte between hiin and
the plaintiff that B. should surrender a certain

field, and the remt should be reduced £10

yearly. Under thie modification, B. continued
tenant until October 5, 1876. Plaintiff gave


