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solicitor of the bumband is flot as sncb disquali-
fied,

Where, ater the decease ofone of the Justices
of the Pence by wbom au examination was taken,
thbe other, an old mnan of seventy-tliree, gave
evitience that lie did not recol ect and did flot
believe that the wife was examined as the certi-
floate sted, the court gave credit to the certifi-
eate tiotwithstanding tbe evidence -Romanes v.
Frase.. 16 [J. C. C R. 97

SIMPLE CONTRACTS & &FFAI.RS
0F EVERY DAY LIFE.

NOTES OF NEW DECISIONS AND LEADING
CASES.

LuN.tcy-VENîDoR. AND PURCHAszR.-A vendor
was insane, but flot on aIl subjecis ; and apart
froua bis del usions a stranger might not percelve
his in anity ;. in the course of a negociation for
a sale of land, lie said to the purchaser thât lie
was bewitchel, which, it was shewn, was one of

-his delusions:
IIfeld, that this statement was flot sufficient

7indicatiosn of insanity to affect the vendee with
notice of the vendor's condition.-McDoizaZd v.
àlcDonald, 16 U. C. C. R. 37.

WILL-DoWsaR-ELECToq. -A testator de-
vised 10 bis daugliter for liCe a bouse and four
acres of land ; and the wiîl sliewed iliat lie con-
te:nplated that tbe devisee sliould reaside onth
property s0 ulevised:

IJeld, that, accorIing to the authorities, the
te-raton lied tliereby bufficienuly indicated bis

intention to devise free froin bis widow's dowen;
ansd thet. therefore, tlie widow could flot liave
dower in either this land or the otlier lands de-
yised. without foregoi. .g tlie proviâions in lier
favour which thie will con tai ned. -Hutchin8on v.
Sargeant, 16 UJ. C. C. R. 78.

MARRLIED WoMIA!'S Acv-Rion'rs OF CRtEDI-

ToRs-Te %larried, Woman's Act does flot
exempt.personal pnopenty of a wife, wlio was
lnarried on or before tbe 4tli Msy, 1859q, froua
liabili 17 for debts contracted by thie bussban<j
befone that date.

Whene a wife wbo was marnied before the 4th
Mday, 1859, purcli.ued aCter tliet date pnopprty
i ber own Dame, an d paid for it (as vas alleged)

Witli money theretofose given to ber by lier son,
it wes he!d, as between lier and a creditor of lier
Lustjend, whoee debt vus contreaoted before the
4th MaIey, 1859, tliat money so given to the wife

j' became iast .ntîy ber liusbaud,s money. and that
s~the land bouglit vitli it vas fiable Io the cre-

d itor -Fraser v. Hilliard, 16i U. C. C. Rý 101

MOIRTGAGI -Two MORTGAOIIS FOR POBTI0Nq

0P LOAN -A. lent B. $2000 and to')k two moi t-
g4ges froua the borrawer ecl for $1000 on se-
p rate property. The rnortgragee foreclomed one
of the mnortgiiges and theu parted witli the pro-
perty :

IJeld. no br to a foreclasnre of the other
niortgage.....Iald v. Th4ompson, 16 U C C R. 177.

ONTARIO REPORTS.

QUEEN'S BENCIT.

Repo'te:ti by CHRT)ITOPIER RotNo,;Q., Barr.ster-aC-
Lau', Reporter to the Court.)

LYNDSAy 'v. THî' NiAGARA DRST>ICT MUTUAL
FIua INSURANCE COMPANT.

PolLcY-..iddition to premises in-qureti-Iiicrease of i*k-
Pleading-Surplusage.

À POlicY Provided that it should be avoided by any addi-
tioli)) Iiade to the biliding insured, unless written notice
thereof' were given to the secretary and the consent of
th" Bo0ard of Directors thereto endorsed on the policy,
signed by the President and Seerttary. Defendants in
their Pileý stted an addition wjthout notice or consent,
by whiul> tîîey altegeit thait the~ prenhises becarne niateri-
ally altered soas ta inc(rease the risk. The plaintifftook
!-;que.

ilelti, that the latter averment being surplusage need not
bc ll',Ved and that defendants were entitled to snicceed
on) shewing the addition without notice, althougli tiie
jUrY fotînd th(! risk jiot incrcasedl by it.

Tiiere wag also an equitable repflication of paroi wan'er by
an agent duly authorused, but his anthority was not
Pro1v(d ; n se.joble, that such waiv'er could be no
answer. [2S U. C. Q. B. 82-6.1

Action on a fire policy on a frame store of tlie
Plaintiff, situate in the village of Princeton, ini-
sured for $1,100.

The declaration was in the usual forua. Petting
out in full the conditions endorsed on the policy,
and Rlnong then, those set out in the pleas here-
aCter mfentioned. Seven pleas were pleaded. but
et the trial ail were giveà Up except the inrd,
4th. and 5th pleas.

The third plea, referring to the conditions of
the policy. stated thait one of them was. that if
anly a telations, erections or additions be made
in or to a111 building insured by the defendants,
the policy thereon bhlal become vitiinîed and
v0id, unlems writteu notice containinx fuil par-
ticulars be given to the Secretary of the Comn-
painy. and tonsent of the Board of Directors
obtitined thert-o, endorsad on the sa.id policy.
and signed by the defendants' Pré.sidenît aud
Sect'etiI.y. TVien it averred that after the nînking
of the policy. and before the loss, the plaintitl'
erected, and built and attnched to the reuir of
the store, ant addition con4isting of a woodeu
building. wbereh)y the preruises becenue maierial-
ly altered so as to thereby vary and increase the
risk, withont givirig written notice, &c. te defend-
ants, and witîunut their cotisent, &c., iludorÉed
0on the seid policy, &c.

Tho fourîli pliu set out, referring« to the third
plea, thaît owing t' the filet of sncb ad-lition,
bping built sind aztched tri tIse building. &c,
the distance hetweeu tise end of maid new addition
farthest froua the store and tlie ncxt building~
was inuch lessenel, %iliereby the risk wa5 fier-
nianetty increased. &c : s'ld a! 1l'Oui IL rea.,jn.,
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