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Dicust or ExcuLisE Law ReponTs.

8. A, while lessee of two print-works,
erected a weir across the stream which sup-
plied them, and diverted the water from one
of them at a point where he was riparian
owner, but where defendants, who had no in-
terest in the water, were owners of the bed of
the stream. The plaintifl becoming lessee of
the last mentioned print-work, and entitled to
the water of the ttream, removed the weir,
which was soon replaced against the will of
the defendants. Defendants declined to re-
move the weir, but gave plaintiff fall liberty
to do so. Jleld. that defendants were not
liable for the continuance of the puisance.—
Se:by v. Muuchester, Shofield, & L. Railway
Co., L.R.4C. P. 198,

OYER AND TerMiNER—See Court.
Parriamexr,

A statute rendering ineligible for Parlia-
ment acy one who shall “undertake, execute,
hold, or enjoy” auy contract for the public
rervice, does not disqualify one who has per-
formed his part of such contract before his
election, although he has not becn paid.—
Royse v. Birley, L. R. 4 C. P. 296.

Parrres—Sre BaNkrUPTCY, 2; Noursaxce. 1.
ParriTION,

A. and B, tcoants in common in fee, made
an agreement 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
moiety of B.’s share to descend to his heir-at-
law.  Held, that the costs of partition, includ-
ing those of getting in the legal estate, must
be borne by the devisees of A., and not by his
personal estate.—/i re Tunu, L. R. 7 Lq. 434.

PARTNERSHIP.

1. Money received by one member of a firm
of solicitors, in the course of the management
and settlement of the affajrs of a client of the
firm, is money paid to the firm in the course
of their professional business; and the firm
ere liable for any loss from the dishonesty of
the partner by whom the money wus received.
Larl of Dundonaeld ¥. Masterma, L. R. 7 Eq.
504.

2. A. and B. were partners under an oral
agreement to share profits and losses equally.
A. died, bhaving advanced to the firm £1900
more than B. The net assets of the partner-
ship were only £1400. IHcld, that the defi-
ciency of £500 was a loss to be borne equally
by A. and B.&Nowell v. Nowell, L. R. 7 Eq.
538.

See BANERUPTCY, 2; Discovery, 2.

PawN—S8rc BasgrupTCY, 4, 5; Damagss; Tnie
caL ConTrACT; PLEDGE.

PAYMENT—S82¢ CHEQUE; EXFCUTOR AND ADMIN-
ISTRATOR, 3 ; MoRrTGaGE. 4.

PavyMeNT (810 CouzT—Sre INTERPLEADER,

PeNaLTY—Sce MoRTGAGE, 1.

PerPETUITY.

A fund was bequeathed, after the dcath of an
unborn legatee for life, to all the children of
A. (who was alive at the date of the will, share |.
and s¢hare alike), and to the children of such
of the said children ‘‘as shall be then dead,
according to the statute of distributions; . . .
but in case there shall be no child or grand-
child of the said A. then living,” then over.
Held, that thie was not a gift to the children
of A., vesting at their birth, but to persors to
be ascertained at the death of the unborn
legatee for life, and therefore void as too re-
mote. Awern v. Lloyd, L. R. 5 Eq. 333 3
Am. Law Rev. 100), commented on.—Stuort
v. Cockerell, L. R. T Eq. 363.

PrLor—See CoLuisiow, 2; Error; WiLr, 6.
Preaping—See CoLvisioy, 1.
PLEpaGE.

Plaintiff borrowed money of defendants on
the security of stock which he trausferred to
them. Plaintiff repaid the loan in due time,
and defendants, who had =old the plaintiff’s
stock, transferred a like amount of the same
stock to him. After a decree by Mavixs, V.C.
(L. R. 6 Eq. 165; 8 Am. Law Rev. 277, 278),
charging defendants with the amount for which
they had sold the plaintiff’s stock, and that he
should retransfer that which he had received
from them, it appeared that before filing his
ameuded bill plaintiff had sold the stock which
he received, a fact not disclosed in said bill
He then filed a petition for leave to transfer 8
like amount of said stock to defendants, and
it was so ordered. Il°ld, on appeal, that the
order was inconsistent with the decree: and
the bill also was dismissed with costs, as not
having stated the real facts, but without pre-
Judice.—Langtoa v. Wuite, L. R. 4 Ch. 402.

Sce BANKRUPTCY, 4, 5; Dimages ; InLegak

ConrraCT.
Powes.

D. made an agreement, not under seal, with
a railway company, by which it was recited
that D. was owner of lands speciiied in the
schedule which were required by the company,
and that the compensation to be paid D. for
taking the same had not been ascertained, and
it was agreed to abide by the award of arbitra-
tors. Lands owned by D. in fee, and others
settled to such uses as D. should by deed ap-




