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riI~~. exercised so as to avoid present ïnjury to existing property until practica 1e
ng ~i*~-have found a way for ail to work together in harrnony."

erlo~ bs The profession, as weIl as the public, are riuch indebted to Mr. Keasbey o

The time fi not long distant when there will doubtiess b. a large addition to. the

ýýW leogal literature on electricity; but a good beginning has been muade.

nee. 

e.nd4 COMMENTS 0V CURRENT £NGLISH DEGISIONS.
utig (L~aw Reports for Agi-cui~.

erfere
nd, r 2MARRirm WOMEN'S PROPERTY ACT, 1882--RIGHT OF HUSîAN-1 TO CtXRTESY IN WIFE'S aEPAgAtu

PRO'E RT V.
land.
of his Iu Hope v. Rope (1892), 2 Ch. 336, Stirlinig, J., lias dec&'ded that under the

upon Married Wonien's Property Act, 1882, a husband is entitled to curtesy in bis wife'
esi toscparate property, as to which she bas died intestate, and which property was

to be acquired under the Act. This accords with the decision of the Court of Appeal
d for in Fiurness v. Mitchell, 3 A.R. 5ro. The Ontario Act fi now quite explicit on the

subject (sec R.S.O., c. 132, s. 4, s-5. 3; and see R.S.O., c. 108, s. 4, 5-8. 3).
s are.- SOLICITOR AND CLIRNT-TAxATION AFTER PXYMINT-RETENTION OF' COATS BEFORE DELIVERV OF
d for BILL,
and In Hitchîcock v. Stretton (1892), 2 Ch.3,waanctobyacit gint

Most 33 a nato yacin gis

cric his solicitors for an accounit and for delivery of a bill of costs. After the issue
of the writ the solicitors delivered a bill of costs. At the trial theouch plaintiff abandoned his claini to an account, but insisted on bis right to a taxa-

rried tion of the bill. This was resisted on the ground that the bill had been paid.
rung appeared that the solicitors kept a rtinùing account with their client, in which
ents they credited him with rnoneys received and debited him with disbursenients;

and heyals, fom tme o tmedebied im ithsumis in respect of costs o
ghtbusiness transacted by themn as his solicitors. No bills were delivered, but their

accounts %vere periodrcahly balanced and signed by the client, "settled and ap-
proed. The last account so signed was in ?May, 1886. lu 8go th-2 action

was commienced. Stirling, J., under the circunistances, refused to order a taxa-
the4~ tion, holding that the payrnents which had been ruade on accourit were referable
uit ~ to the bill subseguently delivered, and that there were no special circunistances
uxte to wvarrant a taxation. He distinguishes the case from Iti re Stogdon, 56 L.J.

r ay. Ch. 420, where no bill had been delivered.

ts re PorMsmoutk Tramnways Co. (1892), 2 Ch. 362., the short point decided by
Stirling, J., fi that a debenture-bolder of a couipany who has commenced u~
action to enforce bis security anid obtained the appointment of a receiver is inot
thereby precluded froru mubsequeutly applying for an order to wind ùp the

Scoffpany.


