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X ¢ AVDERSON V. RADCIUEE LT AL, I, 8 EX Besvert v Dayey FT AL 1l 25,

Champery— Attorney and client—NSeceursty for coste incurrod lll.‘!'.

tigrrshied trom a purchase of the sulzectCmattor of the suit.

After verdict and before judgment & plantiff in cjectment ag-

gizhied the <ubject matter of the smt 19 Lty attorney ns a secunity

for uuney adsanced by the attorney for cnriying on the suit and

other purpeses and for the amount due to him for hia profesaona;
gervaces  Jfebl, (aflinming the judgment of the Queen’s Bencun)

that the asapnment wasd not vosd as aeainst pubhe pohey or by,

reason of any of the statutes aguinst champerty aud mootenance |

CURRIE ¢v. ANDIRSON, Feb. T

Q L.

Statute of frauds— Lcesptance within sce 17,

Certain goods were purchased of the plaintiffs by the defendaot
amd were by the defenlwt's order delnvered on a certmn shp.

together with other goods of the defendant which had been for-
warded by the detendant to the plainuths,

made out aecording to the defendant’s directions and lehvered to on the writ
The writ was deliverad to the shert who executed 1t azninse W B

b Atter more than g year bad elapsed the defendant returned

(F3S

Landlord and towant—{Ihetrise jor rent—ilesponabality - vyt of
landeord for wrongful doecs—Dhistsexs afrer tend.:

The agents of o lnndlerd for collecting his rent aigned av snch

agents and dehvered to a broler a warrant to distrain forventan

rrienr.  The tennat mude a gouwd tender of rent to one ot the
ngents before the execution of the warrant which was refused and
the goods disttmned

.04, that the agents were re~pou~thle wn an action for ruch
wrongful distress,

Quare, whethes an agent fur landlord who directs a brokor to

distrnn tor & landlornl 19 responsible af the distress becomes un-

lawtul by the nct of the bruker.
Cuitmrs v WoorLenr T AL
Shergl—FEaecution ayainst gouds of wreng jerson,

¥

Fobho2o

The atturney of an execntion creditor in an action agninst W,

The till of lading was F. cauced a wnit of /7 £ to be jssued agponst W F awd endoreed

The detesilant iv a © blank” and re-ides at Reccar,

the bill of ladiug to the vlantifts and intormed them that the goods who resuded at Redear and son of the real defendant W F who

were lost, requesting them at the same time to see after them, and resuded at Conthem near Redear.
~both acted bora fidde,

stating tus apuion that the master was huble,

The attarney and the <hentf
Held, (dissentiente Wicurwan, J.0) that the

Hend 1 an action to recover the price of the goods that ihere endorsenmient on the writ was the mere stitenent by the attorney

was hete sufficient evidence to warrant the jury in finding that of the executiun creditor tor the purpose of attording informntion
there had heen an actual receipt and acceptance witlin section to the sherf and left him to bis own diseretion as to how he
17 of the statute ot frauds. Sshicald net and that it was not & requirement to the <hents which
made him the agent of the attorney for the purpusc ot scizing the
gooldsof W. F the son

QB Fh 15

Contract—Drennse of marriage—Plannl™s  wgayement to another Q. B.
person,

Bracuey v. Brows,

S 28
RoUTLEDGE, APrRIEANT v, Hi-tap, RISTOMNGRNT.

The existing engagement of the plaintiff to another person of Measter and servant.
which the defeadunt was ignorant at the time of an ameement by A cervant In hu-bandry sued her master in the Connty Court,
the pluutiff and defendant to marry 18 oo defence to an action on claining damages on the ground that she having been bued tor o
the ngreewment. cyear bad been diswi-sed within the year withaut reasonahle or
probable cause, in wlich suit the decivion was 1n favor of the
Qn Fob. 96 master.  She then applied to the justices of the Peace for an order

. A %+ =2 upon her master to pay her her wages: claming her wages for the
Lhglieay—Obstruction—Power of €(Cas Compantes (o L1y duten popes. ! }‘lls’e year, on the ground that she Lad been dismissed without

. ' just cause.

The members of 1 gas company having parliamentary powers: faeti 1 .
to upen streets fr the purpose of public highting, but having no ¢ :{;’c{l?qt:u:r:}lmnﬂ;|x‘.llcu°:t(l-"xl;:o'::mpxm;:r(IT: fr.],?,l‘“:(:lzl.j:‘:,,t‘hi,:?‘(:r:,:?
sinntar powers for the purpose of conveying g~ to private houses, gahy hud been ahieady ﬂ-lJ|1:llc,ll«‘-~l ot by a c«n[u'( of computent
are hable to be convicted for a nuivance in ob<tructine the high- Jarizdiction 4 b
way, if they open the streeta in order to lay down service pipes - .-
from the muns already bud down by them for public Lighting to Q B.
the hitses of the adyacent inhahitunt-,

Aunanhabitant who dorects such service pipes to be latd down to
lns Lieu~c 1s also snmlanly liabie.

ReG. v. KNIGUT ET AL.

tiawiek v Ticug Ard 19
Bl af exchang —Piesentmert— Notire of dishonor

The plantif, holder ot @ bill of exchanee, hivaine asked the ae-
ceeptor on the Tist of the dhiys of wraee 1 bie Woas goug to pay the
o T e b wastold Ly a that the detendant the deaswer would pov e,
In ne Mawsack v Wisnrk Pl and that be Bad not o shilling  The plantgt did not fmmally
Artdration— Costs—Event of awerd. [ present the Will to the acceptor but sent the same day by post

Where two parties agree to refer ceveral dicputes arising out of @ notice to the detendant that the bl was not paud, which notice
one matter to arbitration and that ** the costs of the reterence and | ¥as ddressed to the defendant at «« Edward Street, Hanipstend
award are to abide the event of the nward,” and the urbi(rutor! Rowd;™ the defendant had a lodging at 28 Edwmid Street, but the

Q B

decudes come of the matters 1 dispute in taver of one party and

sone in f‘flvor of the ather, there iz no ¢« event’’ ot the awunl within
the meaning of the agreement, and neither party is entitled to his
costs,

LX. Wyarr ¢. Wiite. Feb. 25.
Mahcrons prosecution—Reasonable and probable cause—Search war-
rant—Direction 1o arrest person in whose custody yoods are—

Eff et of.

A direction in a search warrant to arrest the percon in whose
custody the goods alleged to be stolen are, consequent upon the
warrant in search and the person procurring the warrant to be
igsued, is not responsible for an imprisonment under it if there was
renlqonable and probable cause for believing that the goods were
stolen.

n tice never reached him  The Wil was dated fiom ** London”
ouly.

2eld, that there was no impediment to the action either for
want of a suflicient presentineut for payment or u sufhicient wotice
of dishonor.

C. P. Beck v. Dexpicn ET aL.

Trespass—Trover—ustress,

If 2 laudlord put in a distress and declare that he distraing and
does really ntend to distrain certain goods on the premises which
are not by law distrainable—for this alone veither trespass nor
trover will lie—the inteation not constituting any cause of nction.
The ruling of the julge that inasmuch as the sale tonk place sub-
sequently to the issuing of the writ no evidence of the sale could
be given, held to be correct.

Apnil 17,



