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COiýTRACTs ENTCRED IvreýT, &O- iisa OR "PERSONAL" LUOGAGE, &C.

counitry who thorougbly understood the prin-
ciples of law whio would net have endorsed
the course ho took aftei haviîig, like himself,
mastercd tlic whYole of the circumstances.'
Can we nlot utilise this Solon of the age ? Cao
we flot have a special Act of Parliament con-
stituting bis Loi d ,hip Lord Chanicellor or Lord
Chief Justice of' England ? At thec risk, how-
ever, of hcing chaîged w itb legal incapacity by
Lord -May or Law rence, w e venture te tell him
that there is flot a, man je thec country who
th ioughly u uderstands thec principles of laiv
w ho doos nlot condemo the course bis Lordship
-took in the case of Clement Ilarwood. Were
aRoy circumstances hnow n to flhc Lord Mayor
that w c flot nientioried in open court? XVe
trust net, for it w ould ho a scandalous breacli
of mnagisterial duty te decide a case upon pri-
osto iformation. Ailftic fact,, tliat came ho-
tore the public 'acre, that Clement llarw ood
wvas g-.jlty of forgery and theft, and that the
Loi d May or dsnmissed the case. Rlis Lordship
non areâs'.sthat ho is perfectly satisficd with
lbat resuit. We hope that ho is an exception,
and that bis alrmanic bretheru do flot agree
witlihil bu for if so, wce should earnestly adre-
este the immiiediate appointment of stipcndary
inagistrates for the City of London, In the
,,veut of a vuiJar forger or thief beiug hrought
bofore the presont occupant of the Mansion
Ileuse, we wvender, if thc prisoner C.Àtod the
cm,se ef' Ciemeunt ILarw ood, w bother bis Lord-
ship's mental satisfaction woul ho disturbed.

-The Law ,Journ..

CONTRACTS ENTERE]) INTO ON FAIT
0F ANOTIIER'S REPRESENTATIOŽ.S.

SZ1.ùdînore v, Br'odfrr-d, V.C.S., 17 W. R. 1056.

The distinction bote een a more veluntary
promise or liedee I)Ct cm that will Det sup-
port an action and a promise, upon the faitb
of w hich anethor does seine act or enters jute
seice engagement, was censidored by Lord
Erskine, in Crosie v. MicDoyal, 13 Vos. 148,
which w as followed in ,SkJidmoe v. Braedford.
tri Cro8bie v. JIfctoutl A. promisod te pur-
chase a boeuse fer B., but requested B. te enter
into theeonn'aet cf purchase in bier own namne.
B. did se, and tite obligation thus incurred by
bier on the laith of A,'s promise was held te
imply a promise te roimburse B. any Part of
the perctîase-meney she might bo called npon
te pay. And this promise A.'s assets, after
his deatb, were hold liable te make good.

,Skdoôv. Braedford was exactly the same
case. The testater purchased a wvarehouse for
bis nephew, paid part cf the purebase-meney,
anci induced bis riepbex te render himseîf lia-
hie te pay the rost. Ilaving incurred this
obiigation on the faith of the representation of
the testator that lie would pay the rest, the
nephbew was held entitled te bave tbe balance
paîd ont cf the tcstater's assets. As Lord
Ersline pointed ont long age, the Statute of
Frands did net touob the case. It was net

an engagement te answer for the debt of the
nephew, but it xvas a debt incurred by the
nephexv on the faith, that the testater would
sec it paid.

It would seem that any reprosentatien on
the faith of wbich. a liahilitv is incurred miy
give the person incurring the liability the
right te bave the reprosentatien made good :
Ifonmnersley v. De Biel, 12 CI. & F. 45. But
a more volunteer cannot roquire an aet cf
hounty commencod by a testater te ho couin-
pleted by bis executors ; in ordor te do se, hoe
must, at the roquoat ef the tostator, bave placed
bimiself je the position of liability frein which.
ho asks te ho released at the tostator's ex-
pense. Tbis distinction is essontial. -Solici-
foes ,Journal.

"'ORDINARY" OR "PERSONAL" LTJG-
GAGE-LIABILITY OF R. R. Ce.

ffud8ton v. Xtidland ]?oilioay Go., Q.B., 17
W. R. î705.

Tbis is a case whore the question, what is
personal luggage ? bas again beon raised. The
defendants' privato Act allowed passengers te
carry a certain weight of " ordinary luggagç-"
(calied in thoir regulations Ilpersonsi " lu--
gage) froc ef charge. '[be plaintif' breugbt
te tlie dofendauts' station a Il spring heirse,"
an improyedo kind ef roeking herse. The de-
fendants rcfused te allow bim te carry it as
personal or ordinary luggage, and cornpolled.
him. te pay for its carniage as moerchandize.

The plaiîîtiff endeavoueed in a county court
te rocover damages from. the defendants 'for
refusing te tako this spring herse. The ceun-
ty court judge hold that flic spring herse n'as
net personal'or ordinary luggage, and decidof
il, faveur er the dofoudanîts, ami this decision.
was affirmed by the Court of Queen's Bonch.

Tbe question wbat is personal. luggage bas
otten arisen bofore, and there bave heen a good
ruany decisiens upon the subjeet.

Papers and bank-notes carried by an attor-
ney for use in causes in wbicbho livas protes-
sienally engaged, -P/ elps v. Lgndon &h NJrthb
Wrestern Calo o., 13 W. R. 782, and the

sketches of' an artist. 31-ytton Y. T/te Mit/tend
-Railway Co.,, 7 W. R. 737, h ave been held net
to ho Ilordinary luggage." Se aIse it bas been
decidef that a box containing enly mereban-
dizo, Jahillt Y. Lfonîton anti o rt/t Western
Iaiiway Co., 9 W. R. 391, and a numher et
ivery bandles packed up witb prsonal lug-
gage, Thte Gr'eat Northern UitoaY CO. v.
8Shep7tert, 21 L. J. Ex. 114, 286, are net por-
sonal. luggage.

These are not the only deoisions on the
ipoint, but tbey are the cases that are most
frequently referrelite. In none et these cases

is thâere any satisfaetory detinition of either
Ilpe!rsonal" luggage or Ilordinary" luggage;
indeed it is perhaps. impossible tu define what
may ho fairly considered as eompriscd by those
ternis.
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