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for rent due fromi the
jointly occupied by the
Parke. In re Potter,

A mortgagor and mortgagee (the defendant)
uuited in a conveyance of the mortgagcd land
to the plaintiff. The decil included the right
to pas with or without horses and carniages
along the roada delineateil on the plan. The
defeîîdant covenanteil that he had not doue,
or been party or privy to, anythiug whereby
the premises inight be impeached, affected,
or incuinherKIl in title, estate, or otherwise.
The defendant and the mortgagor hail uniteil
in a previons dced, wherein the latter cove-
nanteil to niake the above road of a width of
not less than forty feet throughout its entire
length ;and the proviso followed that it
shoulil be lawful for the grantee to erect and
maintain a porte-cochère or projection ex-
tending over the foot-pavement of the above
road, provided the plan thereof be subinitteil
to said mnortgagor andl approved of by huîn.
A porte-cochère was built encroachinc" two feet
beyond the curb-stouc into the roa, leaving
a clear space of 24 feet 8 inches of carrnage.
way. Held, that the defendaut was party to
the last-meutioned deed, but that there was
no interfereuce with the casernent granted to
the plaintiff.-Ulifford v. Hoare, L. R. 9 C.
P. 862.

ELzCTrioN.-&Se LIBEL.

ELEGIT.
A judgment creditor sued out an elegi, but

wus unable to obtain execution, as the
legal estate was in trustees, andl the defen-
dants' interest wss subject to several mort.
gages, under one of which a mortgagce was in
possession. The Court declared that the
creditor was flot bounil to redecîn the prior
incumbrances ; that he was not entitled to
foreelosure ; but that he was entitledt to equit.
able execution, andl consequently to have the
property sold andl a receiver appoiuted with.
out prejudice to the iîights of prior incum-
brancers, and that the receiver mnust not in-
terfere with any prior incuinbrancer in pos-
Session. -Wells v. Kilpin, L. R. 18 Eq. 298.

EQUITÂBLE ExECUTION.-See ELEGIT.

EQUITY.-See INJUNCTION.

EVIDENCE.
1. The prisuner attempteil to obtain an ad-

Tance of money on a ring which he falsely
representeil to be a diamonil ring. Evidence
was adnîitted that the prisoner had pre-
viously obtained noney on the pledge of a
chain whielh lie had falsely representeil to be
golil, and l bil endeavonred, to obtain înoney
upon the pleilge of a cluster ring whicb hie
falsely bail represeuted to be a diamouil ring.
Thie cluster ring was not proiluce. Hcld,
that the evidence was properly admittei.-
The Qucen v. FP'ancs,L'.2C0. C. 128.

2. Iu an motion agaiust a railway company,
it was proved that on the l7th of July, the

partuership propert-y
portion of said estat e
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DRAu,.-Set COPYRtiGI

BASEMENT.

plaintiff sent a sum of money from one stationl
on the railway to the U. station on the saine,
directed to a clerk of the plaintiff ; that the
money was not delivered, and that on said
day a porter in the conpany's service at the
U. station disappeared. H., a superintendefit
of police, was then called on bebalf of the
plaintitf, and testified, under objection by th.e
company', that in consequence of a corinîuil
cation h e went to the station-master at I5.
on the 2Oth of July, and that the station'
master told himn that the parcel porter had
absconded front the service, that a moned
parcel was inissing, and that hie, the station'
master, suspected the porter had taken it;
and that the station -m aster requested hiro,
the superintenderit, to make inquiries abolit
the porter. Held, that as it waus within the
scope of the station-master's authority to dOl'

ploy the police to arrest said porter, the above
evidence was adImiqsible.-Kirkstall Brewefll
Co. v. Fs&nes Railwaiv Co., L. R. 9 Q. B. 469-

Sec NEGLIGE14CF ; NUISANCE.

EXECUTOR13 AND ADMINISTRÂTOII.-See UiFf'

FÂLSE R EPRIESENTA'TION. -&e DEFÂMATIO14
EvIDENCE, 1.

FOREIGN CONTRAÂ-r.-Stt JuRISDICT ION.

FOR1.'EITURE.-Se6 CONDITIONAL LIMITÂTIO"4

FRÂu.-See EviDENCE, 1; MUTUÂL INSUJRA5Ce

COMPANY ; PR.INCIPAL ANI) AGENT, 3

FRÂuDs, STATUTE 0F.

1. An agreenment for the sale of a veSse1

was drawn Up and presented to the plaintiff,
who made certain interlineations therein, 0
then signed it. The interlineations were lb

sequently struck out at the suggestion of thme
owuers' broker, whio then forwardcd tbe
agreement to the owuers. The owiiers ne

further interlineations, to which the plaint'»
asseuted, and then the owners signed the

agreemnt Held, that evidence that the
plaiiitiff had asseîîted tG. the strikinig out o
his interlineations and the insertion of the

owners' interlineations after his signature, WA$"

admissible, notwithstanding the Statilte to
Frauds, as said evidletice was not offcred Of

alter an agreemnent already made between thle
parties, but merely to show wvbat the conditiOP'
of the document was whcn it became an are
ment between them.- Stewaert v. EddOw'
1_ R. 9 C. P. 311.

2. L. was the chairman of a board of heiltt"
which had constructed a sewer, and giVy'o
notice to the owners of bouses near the geoe
to connect their drains with the seiver. C1he

owners had not obeyed said notice. M., Vto
had constrncted said sewer, was about t
withdraw his carts and building matertil''

hare
wbeu L. said to ixn, " What objectionl*~
yon to nmakiug the connections ?, " M
swcred, "lNoue, if you or the board will Ord

the work or becnme responsible for the Pl
ment." L. replied, "*Go on, M., and do the

work, snd 1 wiIl see yon paid." ffeidy ths

there was evidence to go to the jutrY, n h

question whether L. had by his worýds renderja
himnacîf personally liable. The above *
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