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DiGEST 0F TUE ENOMBE1 LÂW REPORTF.

Alubler v. Linid.cy, 3 Ch. D. 198; s. c. L. R. 10
Ex. 76, 337.

See LAW', MISTAKE OF; LEGACY, 9.
EXECUTORY ADVICE.-See SETTLEMENT, 1.

A tenant became bankrupi and bis trustee
sold tise tenant's fixtures in thse leased premises
to the plaintiff, who sold themn to the defendant,
the landiord, but no wemorandum of the sale
was sigued by thse defendant5 Held, that the
gale of' tise lixtures during the tenancy wa's
neitiser the sale of an interest iu land within § 4,
nor a sale of goods asol cisatteis wjthin § 17, ofthe Statute of Frauda, 29 Car. -2, c. 3, § 4, 17.-
Lee v. (,askeli, 1 Q. B. D. 700.

FOREIGN G-OVERNUErNT.-Sec NE(oOTiABLE INSTRU-
MENT.

FIIAUD.--See APPOINTMENT, 2; IIErEAsE 0F DAM-
AGES ; SETTLEMENT, 6.

FRAUDS, STATUTE OF.
K. infornied bis danghti-r aud bier intended

isusisand that hie had bought a bouse which
sbîould lu thse event of thse luarriage be hla wed-
ding present to hia daugliter. After the marriage
the dangister and bier huisband entered iuto ps-session of said bouse, a lease of which K. iad
bought subject to pa ' vient of certain ins.-taiments.
K. paid ail instaiments ulîlci fell due iii his life-
time, sud died leaving a sumn of £110 still to be
paid, whtcis fel dlue Jfter bis deatis. Held,'tbat
possession fbllowilig K.'., promise took the prom-
ise ont of the Statute of Frauids; sud that K. 's
agreement was to give a bouse free from incum-
brances, sud that tiserefore said £110 must be.id otof K. s estate. - Ungley v'. Ungley, 4

See. FIXTURES ; VENDott AND PuRCH&SER, 2.
FýREIGIT.-See MORTGAGE, 2.

GRANT.

A piece of land was conveyed tu a grantee
who covenanted to build a cottoii-uili thereonl
but tise .right wua reserved to the grautor to work
ail mines sud minerais under the land,' iiiak-iug
compensation for danmage. Tlue iii sas hut
sud thse defendants wbo clainied under said grau-
tor began to work thse mines, thereby causing
daniage te tise mili Tise plaintiff prayed an in-
junction restrsiningthe defendauts li-oui so work-
iug thse mines as to cause injury to tise plaintiff.
Injncfti, elfusedi. There wasasremedy at law.
- -A spden v. Seddon,' 1 Ex. D. 4M - s . L. R.
10OCh. 394 ; 10 Amn. Law 11ev. Il15.

See PRESCspRîMOr.

GiJARANTY.-SeC PRINCIPAL AND SUNETY, 2.
HOTEL-KEEPER.

A professional. nurse kept s bouse for tise re.
ception Of invaUlida WbIon She aupplied. witis pro-
visions on wiic she made s profit, sud she aiso
superinteuded tie nuring of tise lus-sUdq. Held,
tisat she was a " keeper of s isotel," sud, tisere-
fore, a "traner" witbin thse Baukruptcy Act,
1869.-Ex parte Tsos-ne, In re JIones, 3 U. D.

ILLEGITIMÂTE CRILDREN.

A testator made a bequest in trust for the
cbild or cbdldren of bis dsugbiter M. tise wife of
J., a M. shou]d appoint. I. Was tbe sister of
tihe deceased wife of J., sud therefore tiseir inar-
niage was illegal. M. appointed lu favor of two
cbiidren boru before thse date 0f aaid testator's

will, sud also in fas-or of a cisildj of wblcis she
was enceinte at said date, sud of anotiser child
begotten sud boru after the testator's deats.
Tise House 0f Lords decided tisat tise firat two
children could take uinder said bequest altisougli
they were3 illegitirnate. 11e/l, that the cisild en
ventre sa mè~re could siso take under said lie.
quest sud appointment, but not tise cbild hegot
ten alter- the testators8 deatis.-rook v. HiZ, &-
Ch. D. 773 ; see 6RH.L. 265; L. R. 6 Ch. 311.

INCOME.-&e LEASE.

INJUNCTION.-See COVENANT; GRANT.

INSURANCE.
1. M. iusured his life in thse B. association,

whicu subsequeutiy, witisout consultation with
itS poiey-hoiders, amaigarnated. with tise E. Se-
ciety aud ceased te carry on business. Two
years afterwards tise E. society by its directers
indorsed a memorandum on M.'s polis-y, declar--
iug tisat it shouid ise fiable for tise payument of
the anmunt insured isy tise policy, provided that
tise preniums were duiy paid. ield, that there
was a conmplote novation of said policy, sud tisat
M. l'ad lost bis claim against tise B. association.
-In ýîe Eurupean Asa-urnnce Sociey. M1'llei's
Cnse,, 3 Ch. D1. 391.

2. lu un equity suit tise plaintiffs, wiso had ef-
iècted insurauce ou vessels beionging to tise de.
fendant, ciaimed tise full aunount as cisarged in
tiseir accoussts of preminus paid by thise witis
iuterest, witisout ueducting froui tise amout se-
cisarged live per ceut. brokerage aliowed to tisem.
by tise inaurance offices ou tise i renuiums nu
ten per cent. discount for ready mney aise ai.
loweu by tise inaursuce offices. Said allowanceff
by ir.surance offices were usuai ; and tise defeud-
sut issd neyer iuquired before said suit was begun
tise terms upon wic tise piamtitf isad effected
said inaurance. Hehd, tisat tise defndant could
net object to tise piaintiffis retaining said percen-
tage, and cbargiug ii witi. tie full amoutt of
tise preuiums.-Bareng v. Stantos, 3 Ch. D. 5M2.

3. Insurance was effected upon s steamahip
"iy13-inz lu tise %ictoria Docks, witis liberty te go
inito dÏry dock." Tise only dry dock into wisicit
tise vessel could go wss two miles Up tise Tisames,
sud to go tisere it was neceasary to reniove tise
paddle.wiseels. Tis was doue in tise Victoria
Docks sudl tise vessel was then towed te tise dry,
dock. Repaira were made sud tise vessel tewed
down tise river sud moored, sud wisile s0 moored,
tise paddie-wiseeis were brougbt lu a barge te-
bie retitted, as, was tise custoin of sisip.owners iu
similar cases, isecause of' tise expeuse beiug leu.
tissu if tise wheels were refitte.d lu docks. Before
said wiseeis were refitted aud wile tise vessel
svas lying lu tise river, tise vessel was burued.
He/d, tluât tise los as uont covered by tise policy,
as tise vessel wus moored in tise river not lu se-
cordauce with tise ord.iuary mode of' effecting tise
transit te or fromn tbe Victoria Docks, but for a
collateral purpose.-Pearou v. Coius mercie Un-
ioný Assarance Coe., 1 App. Cas. 498.

INTEREST.-See JUDGMENT.

JUDOMENT.
A railwsy Company ised deisentures for cer-

tain sums wisici with interest at six per cent.
were cliarged u1pon thse railwsy. A debenture
luolder broluglt su action upon au unpai&debeu-
turesud recovered judgmlent. Tise company was
wolumd up sud said debeuture isolder afiowed to
prove isis judgmnuet debt wvitb four per cent, in.
terest tisereon. He ciaimed to prove au addi-
tional two ercent. interest ou tise judgment
debt. Heejt it tis original debt was merged

Jun, 1877.j


