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Dicest oF ENcLIsH LAw REPORTS.

partnership property for rent due from the

portion of said estate jointly occupied by the

xlf.rtuers.-—Ez. parte Parke. In re Potter,
R. 18 Eq. 381.

DraMA,—See COPYRIGHT.
EASEMENT.

A mortgagor and mortgagee (the defendant)
united in & conveyance of the mortgaged land
to the plaintiff. The deed included the right
to pass with or without horses and carriages
along the roads delineated on the plan. The
defendant covenanted that he had not dome,
or been party or privy to, anything whereby
the premises might be impeached, affected,
or incumbered in title, estate, or otherwise.
The defendant and the mortgagor had united
in a previous deed, wherein the latter cove-
nanted to make the above road of a width of
not less than forty feet throughout its entire
length ; and the proviso followed that it
should be lawful for the grantee to erect and
maintain a porte-cochére or projection ex-
tending over the foot-pavement of the above
road, provided the plan thereof be submitted
to said mortgagor and approved of by him.
A porte-cochére was built encroaching two feet
beyond the curb-stone into the road, leaving
a clear space of 24 feet 8 inches of carriage-
way. Held, that the defendant was party to
the last-mentioned deed, but that there was
no interference with the easement granted to
the plaintiff.—Clifford v. Hoare, L. R. 9 C.
P. 862.

ELECTION.—Se¢ LIBEL.

ELkcIT.

A judgment creditor sued out an elegit, but
was unable to obtain execution, as the
legal estate was in trustees, and the defen-
dants’ interest was subject to several mort-
gages, under one of which a mortgagee was in
possession.  The Court declared that the
creditor was not bound to redeem the prior
incumbrances ; that he was not entitled to
foreclosure ; but that he was entitled to equit-
able execution, and consequently to have the
property sold and a receiver appointed with-
out prejudice to the vights of prior incum-
brancers, and that the receiver must not in-
terfere with any prior incumbrancer in pos-
session. — Wells v. Kilpin, L. R. 18 Eq. 298.

EquiTABLE EXECUTION.—Se¢ EvrEGIT.
Equiry.—See INJUNCTION.
EviDENCE.

1. The prisoner attempted to obtain an ad-
vance of money on a ring which he falsely
represented to be a diamond ring. Evidence
was admitted that the prisoner had pre-
viously obtained money on the pledge of a
chain which he had falsely represented to be
gold, and had endeavoured to obtain money
upon the pledge of a cluster ring which he
falsely had represented to be a diamond ring.
The cluster ring was not prmluced'. Held,
that the evidence was properly admitted.—
The Queen v. Francis, E "12?2 C. C. 128.

2. In an action against a railway company,
it was proved that on the 17th of July, the

plaintiff sent a sum of money from one station
on the railway to the U, station on the samé
directed to a clerk of the plaintiff ; that the
money was not delivered, and that on sal
day » porter in the compang's service at the
U. station disappeared. H., a superintenden®
of police, was then called on behalf of the
plaintiff, and testified, under objection by the
company, that in consequence of a communl®
cation he went to the station-master at U-
on the 20th of July, and tbat the station
master told him that the parcel porter b
absconded from the service, that a moneY
parcel was missing, and that he, the station-
master, suspected the porter had taken it §
and that the station-master requested him,
the superintendent, to make inquiries abott
the porter. Held, that as it was within the
scope of the station-master’s authority to em”
ploy the police to arrest said porter, the above
- evidence was admissible.— Kirkstall Brewery
Co. v. Furness Railway Co., L. R. 9 Q. B. 469-

See NEGLIGENCE ; NUISANCE.

EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS.—See GIFT:

FALSE REPRESENTATION.—Se¢ DEFAMATION ;
EvIiDENCE, 1.

FoREIGN CONTRACT.—Se¢ JURISDICTION.
FORFEITURE.—S¢¢ CONDITIONAL LrMiTaTio™

FrAUD.—Sez EVIDENCE, 1; MUTUAL INSURANCE
COMPANY ; PRINCIPAL AND AGENT, 3.

FRAUDS, STATUTE OF.

1. An agreement for the sale of a vessel
was drawn up and presented to the plainti®™s
who made certain interlineations therein, 81
then signed it. The interlineations were sub”
sequently struck out at the suggestion of t
owners' broker, who then forwarded the
agreement to the owners, The owners M o
further interlineations, to which the plaint
assented, and then the owners signed b:
agreement.  Held, that evidence that tB
{;laiut.iﬂ' had assented tc the striking out °e

is interlineations and the insertion of th
owners’ interlineations after his signature, ¥
admissible, notwithstanding the Statute ¢
Frauds, as said evidence was not offere B8
alter an agreement already made between v
parties, but merely to show what the condlt“’e’
of the document was when it became an a8
ment between them. Stewart v. Eddo
L.R.9C. P. 3Ll thy

4. L. was the chairman of a board of heal o8
which had constructed a sewer, and gv
notice to the owners of houses near the se’s
to connect their drains with the sewer.  y,
owners had not obeyed said notice. M- w
had constructed said sewer, was &
withdraw his carts and building m_ﬂte"“vg
when L. said to him, * What objection =2y,
you to making the connections?” T ger
awered, ** None, if you or the board will of =
the work or become responsible for the P
ment.” L. replied, ** Go on, M., and 0%
work, and I will see you paid.” Held, he
there was evidence to go to the jurys :Herfd

ord?

i

question whether L. had by his words r€
himself personally liable. The above w



