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::; Were covered with the wet dung of fowls,
the ;n 0.’s fow! pen, under the roosts, marks of
e ﬁnees of cord trousers were found, and, on
i oor, fresh fea.thers a8 if from a fowl’s neck ;
owlon the following morning the doors of the
clWe(l;en and of other buiidings, which had been
5¢d on the previous night, were found open.
&nfi{:d, that there was evidenco to go to the jury,
at n conviction was right,.—Reg. v. Robert
ockfurd, 16 W, R. 375.

HEI;EBENTURE ¢ PAYABLE TO BEARER ’'—ASSIGN-
tha: cn. CHOSE 1IN AcTION.—The .rule of equity,
to th“s‘gn.lents of choses in action are subject
B¢ equities subsisting between the original
;:::le? to the contract, must yield to a contrary
Otion appearing from the contract itself.
eoge“%, where the promoters of a joint-stock
%mp““y agreed that on the establishment of the
Pany debentures should be issued to B. and
“:i'opﬂyable tf’ bearer, and the articles of associ-
R len t(Bc'mi"mmng this agreement, debeutures pay-
oom 0 bearer were afterwards issued by the
Pany to B. and D.

Held, that the assignees, by mera delivery of
&l;dand D., took the full benefit of their contract,
prov‘mllld, under the winding-up of the company,

u:d.for these debentures in their own names,

isregarding any equities between the com-
Pa0y and B, and D.
!orsudl debentures not to be regarded as promis-

J Dotes.
wog]";ffe. — Whether at law these debentures
Rang, got have been void.—Re The Blakely Ord-

nd B Om?any (Limited). Ezx parte The New Zea-

anking Corporation (Limited.) 16 W.R. 533.
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8
IMPLE CONTRACTS & AFFAIRS
OF EVERY DAY LIFE.

NOTES OF NEW DECISIONS AND LEADING
Ry CASES.

. WAY CoMPANY—LIABILITY FOR ACTS OF
Ten :ERVAN.TB.—The mere fact of the employ-
not ev“ a 5?&(100 master by a railway company is

em :" prima Jacie evidence of an authority from
- © him to do that which the railway com-

Y itself had not authority to do.

"0:209, if o station master, acting under an
Sph:;us' be.hef as to. the state of facts, gives
o tiff into custody, this will not render the

"Kenti eo‘mpany liable as for the act of their
ave hag inference, unless the eompany would
® fat pov‘ver to do the act coreplained of, had

exigy Tels]]v'hl(:l'l the station master supposed to
uih "; y existed.— Poulton v. The London and

estern Railway Company, 16 W. R. 808.

CONTRACT, CONSTRUOTION OF—NONJOINDER OF
PLAINTIFFS. — An agreement for the sale of
certain mines was made between the plaintiff,
acting for himself, and also under a letter of
attorney for and on bebalf of A, B. & C., co-
proprietors with him of the said mines, and
carrying on business in co-partnership with him
ooder the style of C. & Co., of the one part, and
the defendants of the other part, whereby the
plaintiff, acting for himself and co-partnars as
aforesaid, thereinafter called the vendors, agreed
to sell, and the defendants agreed to buy, the
said mines.

Held, that the plaintiff could uot sue slone for
s breach of such agreemeut, but tbat A.. B. &C.
were parties to it, and must be joined as plain-
tiffs.—Jung v. The Phosphate of Lime Company,
16 W. R. 309.

BILL OF EXCHANGE—INTERNATIONAL LAW —
CONTRACT —A bill of exchange was drawn and
accepted in England, where it was also mnde
payable, and was subsequently indorsed in France
by & person resident and domiciled in that coun-
try to another person, also resideut and domiciled
there. Theindorsement was made in accordance
with the law of England, and not according to
that of France.

Held, that the endorsement was good, as being
in accordance with English law, and that it is
pot the nationality of the parties, but that of the
contract, which must be regarded.

Held, also, that & contract made in England
cannot, so far as the liability of the original par-
ties to it, be varied by the law of any foreign
pation through which the instrument constitating
it passes. — Lebel and another v. Tucker, 16
W. R. 838.

PATENT—INFRINGEMENT oF.—DBottles of beer,
covered with capsules of materials made by the
plaintiff’s process, were forwarded by a firm in
Glasgow to their agents in England to be by
them shipped abroad.

Held, that this was an infringement of the
plaintiff ’s invention.

A patent for coating lead with tin by mechani-
oal pressure, would be invalidated by evidence
showing that lead coated with tin by mechanical
pressure bad, upon any occasion, been manufac-
tured openly, not experimentally, but in the
course of business, slthough none of the mate-
risl might have been sold.

Although the publication of & mere notion of
discovery, without aey information of the means,
will not invalidste the patent of a sabsequent
discoverer of tbose means, yet a specification
msy be bad ss insufficiently describing the pro-
cess sought to be appropriated, and still disolose



