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flot discharged by the extension of' tinie given
Fi. in pursuance of the practice of the parties.

S8 wire et ai. v. liedmian £f, Hoit, 1 Q. B. D.
536.

LÂoaI--ees EsToPPEL.

The /u-bcnduin of a lease stated the term as
44Years, the reddendum, as 911. The coun-

terpaet of the leas signed by the lessee liad
94k in bath parts.s VHeld, that the /u-ebendua
laust Contrai the. reddendum in the leaseitSelf, and that the counterpart inust be made
to fallOw the lese, and that the terrn was

therefore 9Jyears.-Burc&Iel v. Clark, 1
0P.).602.

LIABILITY 0F MASTER.-See COLLISION, 2.
l4&aîLITY 0F Suiep-OwNEt-Sec BILL 0F LAD-

ING,

LIILN'-S VENDOR's LIEN.

LIV8 AMALGAMATION 0F
COMPANIIES.

LIMI'TATrIONR, STATIJTE OF.-See STATUTE O
LiMITÂTIONs.

)(LCOUS PROSECUTION.
The cieciaration set forth that defendants

faiseîy and înaliciousiy wrote and pubiished
& erai ntie rin the pintiff, n-.

%siumn of bis property for the benefit of
hie creditors, as certain promissary notes on

Whjch the plintiff was liable ta the defend.
aults and others had long been overdue, and
*elle ufpaid. In another count, it was com-
Plaied tËat thie defendants mnaliciously, and
wiIhOut probable cause, had the plaintiff
ý rretd, iii a suit on certain rissory notes
'fldOred to the. defendants y the plaintili,
Or' the ground that hie mis about ta leave the
ctry hi 'hen the court subsequently fouind

e as flot about to leave the country,
an or4lered hie dischargc. The defendants
rePlied to the first cont, that the notice in
question wa tre aud wa flot published,
ext the plaintiff. To the Iast count
duceptly tOa the note was long

duand that they ha.1 bean inforrned, and
c lîeved, the plaintiff intended to leave. The

ýutruied, that, Iuiesthe defendants be-
lidth t ty would lose their debt unles

'hY had the defendanit arrested, or if they
ae,«' with the idea of protecting other indor-
Ber ho inig t otherwise be hiable to them,

thep l -Oid evidence of want of reasonable
a5s for te arrest sufficient to justify dam-

noieerror in the charge, and that the
Wasi 8 a 1legal proceeding, and Prirn4

Yieged. - Ban/k of British North&
T. Srong, 1 App. Cas. 807.

'S'ed PFOIBLE.ENTay.
XA INsIflJACE

0 5

t. Th,-a ii9i 8Msi, froma Falinauth, arrived
10 1876u nMorocco, Dec. 27, 1874. Jan.
&" andi wa dvnfom her moorings in

,,itizandlOt ler ucor. On the 9tb, the4WTote the Plaintifl, who was owner,

but said nothing about the loss of the anchor.
The letter reached the plaintitf on the 24th,
and, juat a month later, the plaintiff, baviug
had no further uews of the vessel, had bier
insured in the dMendant company, *«lost
or not lost." He said ta the coxnpany'S, i. i
do nat know when she was ready ta sail ; 1
have nat had the sailing letter yet." The
usual tirne for loading at Mazagan was fifteen
ta twenty days, and for the voyage home,
twenty.tive ta thirty, and the. course of the
post was irregular. After verdict for Elain-
tiff, a motion ta enter verdict for defen ants,
on the ground that the failure by the captaîn
to mention the loas of the anchar canstituted
a material concealment, was refused. Quoee
if a failuire ta cammunicate sncb a fart foruMa
a defence, unless fraudalent.-Stribil Y.
I»mperiai Marine Im. Ca., 1 Q. B. D. 507.

MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT.
Where a hnsband, by a post.nuptiaî settie-

ment, made a covenant ta settie on his wife
any property ta which she was, or duriîig the.
marriage should become, entitled, it was kMW
that a fund in court, then contingent and
wbich carne iuo possession after bier deatb,
was included.-A.gar v. Ge&rge, 2 Ch. D. 706.

MARSHALLING AsSETS.
Testatar made several pecuniary legacieii,

and devised a specific real estate ta ane son,
and the residnary reail estate to another
There was nat enouigl personalty ta pay the
debts besides the legacies. Held, that the
pecuniary legacies must be exhausted in mak-
jug np ti deficiency before resorting to the
rail estateý.-Fargitcarson v. Floyer, 3 Ch. D.
109.

MASTER AND ISERVANT.

I. The defendants empioyed the plaintir
with other worknîen, and aise a steaP-engifl5,
with an engineer, iu sinking a shaft in their
colliery. When the wark was'partiy don.
tbey ernployed W., under a verbal contract,
ta finish it. W. was to empioy and pay the,
plaintiff and the other workmen. The engins
and engineer were under his control, but the
engineer'a wages were, ta be paid by the de-
fendants. The plaintiff was inijured through
the negligence of the engineer. Heid, tljat
the defendants were not liable.-Rorks v.
The W/cit Mass Colicry Co., 1 C. P. D. 556.

2, The S. Club, comcposed of persoas inter-
ested lu agriculture, made an agreement with
the defendant company for the use of the
campany's hall for their aurnai shows. liy
this agreement the hall was, dnring the times
of the shows, et the entire disposai of the
club. The cornpany was to provide accom-
niodation for the stock and tbrngs exhibited,
and provide snd pay a sufficient body of men
ta do ail the workc about ttie- show, and who
sbould be under the exclusive contrai of the
club. The companY walq to paY £10 '00 tO
the club at escli show, and be at liberty to,
charge sud receive an admission fee of la.
The club was to have entire aud exclusive
contrai of the show wbile it was in progreas
The club contracted with one S. to see to adi-
mitting the stock, &0 -, at the gate, to its dWs
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