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DicEsr or Excrisa Law Rrrorts,

Borromey,

The appellants chartered o vessel for a voy-
age from Liverpool to Cubn and baock. Ia
Cubn their sgent advanced money to the was-
ter on a bottomry bond, No attempt to com-
municate with the owner was made bofore the
bond was granted, although he was at Liver-
pool and could bave been telegraphed to, Heid,
that it was necessery to give nntice to the
owner, which was not excused by his insol-
vency, and that the bond was invalid.—Ths
Lanama, L. R.8 P, C. 199; 8. 0. L. R. 2 A.
& E 800; ¢ Am. Law Rev. 463.

Broger.—8ee Conrraot, 1.
Burven or Proor.

due went to the sorporation for its cwn benefit.
Attornsy-General v. Woz Chandlers’ Company,
L R 5(b. 503; s.0. L. B 8Eq. 462; 4 Am,
Law Rev. 483,

2, Testatrix gave legnoies to sgveral chari-
table institutions, and her reslduary estate to
trustees, ¢ to pay and divide the same to and
among the different institutions, or to any
other religious institution or purposes as they
the said F. and W. may think proper.,” 1/:d,
that ‘religious” applied to “purposes’ as
well as to *institution,” and that the gift
was a good charitable bequest.—. Wilkinson v.
Lindgreen, L. R. 6 Ch. 570,

CrArTER PARTY —See Suip,
CuEQue. —Se¢ PRINCIPAL AND AgexT.
CovLisioN,

C., u licensed victualler, was charged, under
11 & 12 Vie. cnp. 49, sec. 1, with unlawfully

opening his house for the sale of wine and
becr, dering prohibited ‘hours on Bunday,
otherwise than ns refreshment for travellers.
His hotel adjoined a railway station; eight
men wers seen there, six of them buving a
glass of beer each, and iwo o glass of sherry
ench; four of them were strangers, and four
were resilents of the town. A train stopped
at the statiou in o few minutes and seven of
the men went by it, and one returned to the
town, having come to see n son off by the
train.  There wag a notice in tho room that
refreshrents were supplied, during probibited
hours, only to travellers, and €. bad given
directions to the waiter not to give out refresh-
ments without first asking the parties whether
they wers going by the train ; but the waiter
had failed to ask two of the men the question,
Jieid, that the burden of proof was wpon the
informer, an. there was no evidence that C,
knew that any of the mea were not travellers,
nior evidense of on into:ntion to break the law.
—~Copley v Burton, L. R. 5 (. P, 489,
See Cornigton.
Canpikr.—8e¢ NEGLIGERQE, 2-6.
Cuarivy,

1. Testator devised certain houses and tene-
ruents to & onrporation, ¢ for this intent and
purpoge, and upon this condition,” that they
should yearly distribute £8 In charity, and
that the rest of the rents aud profits should be
bestowed in repalrs; and in oase the gorpora-
tion should leave any of these things undune,
he willed that his next of kin should enter and
bold the tenements to him and his heirs upon
the same condition. At the testator’s death
the annual valus of the property was £9 4s.,
and its present value was £830. Ilald, that
after satiafying the charge of £8 for charity
apd keeping the buildings in repair, the resi.

-

A brig was rau into by a steamship in the
evening; the steamship had the lighte required
by the Admiralty Regulations, hut the brig
showed no lights at all. Zeld, that the burden
waa on the brig to show that the non-compli-
ance with the Regulations was not the cause
of the ooliieic» ~~The Fenham, L. R, 3 P, (.
212,

Coxpaxy.

1. A company’s prospectus stited its object,
and that more than one-half of the capital had
been subseribed for. The plaiutiff subseribed
and paid & depesit. When the prospectus was
issued very few shaves were gubscerihed for,
but more than half had been taken when the
plaintif subseribed. The memorawium of
association, afterwards registered, extended
the objects of the company, aud for the varie
snce between the prospectus und memurandum
the court ordered the plaintiff's name to be
removed from the list of contrlbutorics,  72eld,
that the plaintiff could not maintain n bill to
make the direstora personally linble fur the
deposit money, there being no fraud on their
psrt.—S8khip v. Crosskill, L. R. 10 Lq. 73.

2. A fund was constituted by officin's in the
service of the East India Company, to provide
annuities of £1000 each for thnse who retired
after twenty-five years’ gervice; the fund was
made up by an snnual deduction of £4 per
cont. from their salaries, and by av sllowance
by the Company of £0 per cent, on the amount
go paid. The rules of the subscribers pro-
vided that the apnuitant, on taking the annui-
iy, should pay ‘¢ the difference between one
balf of the actual value on his lifs, and the
acoumuluted value of his previous contribus
tions, . , . but should the contribution be in
excess, auch excess shall be refunded;’” also
that < all questions proposed at a general




