
DIGEST 0F ENcivîsff LAw REPORTS.

A., while lesqce of tira print-works,
eîected a weir across the stream which sup-
plieil them. and diverted the water frorn one
of thern at a point ivbere he was riparian
owncr, but wbere dcfendants, who had no ini-
f erest in the water, were owners of the bed of
thoe Stream. The plain tiff becorning lessee of
the lnst nientioned print-work, and entitled to
t) e water or' the t.tream, removed the weir,
whihi vas soan replaced against the will of
the defendants. Defendants declined ta re-
mnove the weir, but gave plaintiff full liberty
to do so. IJei. that defendants were not
liable for the continuance of the nuisance.-

&. ~/v. ild,,cheste'r. Sh:'/gZeld, e. L. Railaiay
Coû., L. R. 4 C. P. 198.

OyEn AND TEaJilNER-SCe COUR.T.

P'ARLIAMENttr,.

A statute rendering ineligible for Parlia-
m'ýnt iny one who shall "lundertako, execute,
hold, or enjoy" ny cantract for the publie
>ýervice, does not diequalify one who bas per-
forrned bis part of such contract before his
election, althongliha heas not been paid.-
Plo'yse v. Birleyp, L. R. 4 C. P. 296.

PAP.TIES-SCe BANKRUPTCT, 2; NUISA-,CE. 1.
PARTrITION.

A. and B., tcnants in common in fée, m9de
an agreenment for partition, but both died be-
fore the deed was executed. A., the survivor,
devised the share agreed to be held in severalty
by him, but allowed the legal estate in one
nioiety of B.'s share to descend ta bis heir-at-
law. IIe'dl, that the costs of partition, includ-
in- those of getting in the legal estate, must
be borne by the devisees of A., and not by bis
per-,onal estate.-L& re Tua, L. R. 7 Eq. 434.

PAPT.TNErS.sp

1.- Mloîey received by one nierber of a firm
of solicitors, in the course of the management
nnd settleinent of the affairs of a client of the
flî'rn, is money paid ta the firmn in the course
of their professional business ; and tbe firm
arc liable for ny loss froni the dishonesty of
the partner by whomn the money was received.
lZar 1of Diendonald Y. Masterma;î, L. R. 7 Eq.
504.

2. A. and B. were partners under an oral
tigreetnent to share profits and lasses equaîîy.
A. died, having advanced to the firm £1900
more than B. The net assets of the partner-

S sbip were only £1400. Hcld, that the defi-
ciency of £500 was a loss to be borne equally
by A. and B.-Noweii v. Nowell, L. R. 7 Eq.
538.

iSee BAN KRUPTCY, 2 ; DiscOvEIty, 2.

PÂWNZ-S-e BANIKRUPTCY, 4, 5; DAMAGES; ILLEI.
CAL CONTRACT; PLEDGP.

PAYMENT-S'eC CHEQuF.; Exf',CUTIOft AND) ADMIN-
IS"'PZATOR, 3 ; MOIITG-AGE. 4.

P)ATM.1E.T INTO CoîxT-SC.e INTERPLEAIIOR.
PENALrY-&le MORTGAGE, 1.
PERPETUITY.

A fend was bequeatbed, after the dcath of an
unborn leg'itee for life. ta ail the children of
A. (%vlho was alive at the date of the will, share
and whare alilke), and ta the children of such
of the saîd children Ilas shahl be then dead,
according ta the statute of distributions;
but in cise there shall be nu child or grand-
child of the said A. then livingz," t!ien aven.
IIeld, that thiE was not a. gift ta the chuldren
af A., vestin.- nt their binth, but ta persans ta
be asýcertaineci at the death of the unhoru
hegatee for life, and therefone void as too ne-
mate. Avern v. Lloyd, L. R. 5 Eq. 333 (3
Amn. Law Rev. 100), commentcd. on.-Stuart
v. Coci etell, L. R. 7 Eq. 3fl:.

PILOT-See COLLISION, 2; E inon ; WILL, 6.
PLrADING-See COLLIS.ON, 1.
PLEDO E.

Plaintiff borrowed maney af defendants on
the security af stock which he, tranrfénred ta
tbem. Plaintiff nepaid the loan iii due tume,
and defendants, who bad sold tihe plairitiff'S
stock, transferred a lik'e amount of the saine
stock ta him. After a decree by MALINS, V.C.
(L. R. 6 Eq. 165; 3 Amn. Law Rev. 277, 278),
charging defendants withtîhe aniount for which
they had sold the piainîiff's stock, and that ho
sbould retranr,fer that w1iich he had received
from thein, it appeared that before filing bis
ameuded bill plaintiff had sohd tbe stock which
bie received, a fact not disclosed in qaid bill.
Hie then filed a petition for leave ta transfer a
like amount of said stock ta defendants, aud
it was s0 ordered. IZrd, an appeal, that the
order was inconsistent with the decree : and
the bibl abso was disrnissed with casts, a s not
baving stated the neal factý-, but without pre-
judice.-Laigoz v. DlV~e, L. R. 4 Ch. 402.

Sce BA4NKIIupTcy, 4, .5; D.ibMAGEs ; ILLEGAIL
CONTIIACT.

Powr..
D. muade an agreement, not under seul, withl

a raibway Company, by whichi it was necited
that D. was owrrer of lands8 9pecified in the
,chedule which were required by the Company,
and that the compensation ta be paid D. for
taking the saine bad not been ascertained, and
it was agneed ta abide by the airard of arbitra,
tons. Lands awned by D. in fee, arnd otheri
settled ta such uses as D. sbould by deed ap'
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