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DicesT oF ENGLISH LAw REPORTS.
i

in the will and took under the devise.—
Hill v. Crook, L. R. 6 H. L. 265: s. ¢c. L. R.
6 Ch. 311 ; 6 Am. Law Rev. 91.

See DEVISE, 5 ; SETTLEMENT, 1,
INDENTURE.—Se¢ AMALGAMATION.
INFANT.—8:2¢ COMPANY, 5.

INnsuNcTION.

By the terms of a contract whereby the de-
fendant agreed to furnish the plaintiff’s house,
the defendant was to obtain un architect’s ap-
proval in writing before any money was pay-
able, The defendant brought an action at
law for a larger sum than the architect ap-
proved, and the plaintitf brought this bill to
restrain the action. Zeld, that there was a
good defence at law to the action, and no
-equity to sustain the bill—Baron de Worms,
v. Mellier, L. R. 16 Eq. 554.

*See ARBITRATION, 1 ; CoMPANY, 3 ; JURIS-
DICTION ; TRADE-MARK,

INsoLvVENCY.—See LEGacy, 5 ; LiEN, 2.
JINSURANCE.

1. The A. Insurance Company sold its
business to the B. Insurance Company in
October, 1868, the B. company to undertake
the liabilities upon existing policies, and, if
required, to issue new policies in exchange.
The A. company was to be wound up volun-
tarily, and its assets were to be collected by
the B. company and distributed among the
creditors of the A. company. E., the assignee
of a policy in the A. company on the life of
another party, after the date of said sale paid
the annual premium to the A. company, who
received the same as agent of the B. company,
as authorized by the latter. On December
.81, E. sent the policy to the B. company for
endorsement, and on Jan. 21, 1869, the in-
sured died. In March, the B. company re-
solved to pay E.’s claim, and a memorandum
under seal was endorsed on the policy, declar-
ing that the capital of the B. company should
alone be liable for the sum insured by the
policy, and that E.’s claim was admitted pay-
able. In June, the B. company cancelled the
‘the contract of sale of October, 1868, in con-
sequence of the A. company having failed to
comply with its terms, and in November an
order was made for winding up the B. com-
pany. Held, that there was a good considera-
tion for said memorandum, and a complete
novation of said contract of insurance, and
that E. was entitled to recover from the B.
company the sum due under the policy.—In
re United Ports and General Insurance Co.,
Evens’ Claim, 1. R. 16 Eq. 354,

2. The plaintiffs, cotton brokers in Lon-
don, received advice from B. that he kad
shipped cotton to them and had drawn upon
them at six months’ sight for £3000 on ac-
count of that shipment, and the plaintiffs
(according to their custom) declared the cot-
ton valued at £5000 upon an open policy
¢ ag well in their own names as for and in
the name or names of all and every person or
persons to whom the same doth,_ may, or shall
appertain i -part or in all " with the defen-
.dant, May 23, intending to iusure B. amd

themselves. The plaintitfs accepted the bills
‘“against shipping documents ™ for said eot-
ton May 21.  The cotton was lost at sea Jun®
11. The plaintiffs afterward paid said bills
and received the bills of lading for said cotton-
Held, that the plaintiffs were entitled to re
cover said £3000, being the amount of theil
advances ; and held (by Boviui, C.J., and
Dennmax, J.), that the plaintitfs were entitled
to recover said £5000, being the whole amoun
insured. (KeATine and Brerr, JJ., contra)
—Ebsworth v. Alliance Murine Insurance Cos
L. R. 8 C. P. 596.

8. The plaintiff insured silks ““atand from
Japan and [or] Shanghai to Muarseilles an
[or] Leghorn and [or] London sia Marseilles
and [or] Southampton, and whilst remaining
there for transit . . . and iu the good sbiP
called the steamers or steamer per over:
land, or via Suez Canal.” The perils insu
against included arrests, restraints, and de
tainments of all kings, princes, and people
of what nation, condition or quality soevely
and all other perils, losses, and misfortune
that shall come to the detriment of said goods
The policy contained a memorandum that if
was agreed that said gonds should be shippe
by the M. or certain other steamers, only,
Goods were never in the ordinary course 0
business carried to London vie Marseilles ex
cept by the M. steamers, which stopped 8
Marseilles, and the M. steainer compan
always sent such goods overlund throug
France and thence to London, and this was
well known among underwriters.  Said silk®
were transmitted by the M. steamers from
Shanghai to Marseilles, and thence through
France vie Paris. In Paris the goods weré
detained in consequence of the city being be”
sieged and surrounded by the Germans. A
the silks had been detained a month the
plaintiff gave notice of abandonment to thé
underwriter. Held, that the policy covel
the whole journey from Shanghai to LondoB«
including the overland transit through France?
and that said detention in Puris was in c0B;
sequence of a *“ restraint of princes,” and th®
the plaintiff was entitled to abandon and ¥¢
cover as for a total loss.—Rodocanachi ¥
Elliott, L. R. 8 C. P. 649.

4. An insurance company in Liverpool elﬂ;
ployed E. as their agent in London to accePe
risks aud receive premiumns there. "
plaintiff employed P. to effect insurance 'ffl'
him, and P. prepared a slip, which was init} a
ed by E. for said company, and transmit¥
the same day to Liverpool. The comps8
received the slip, and held it for some 157
and in the meantime . received a cheque P27,
able to the company's order for the amo
due the company for premiuwm and st
duty, and by virtue of his authority indor$ o
the cheque and received the money.
goods insured were-Jost by the perils ins® 10
against, and the company refused to exe"’up
a policy. Held (by Quain and ;\RCHIBAL".
JJ.), that no action would lie; (by BLACY
BURN, J.) that accepting the initial ®
amounted to a contract to either propeﬂy athe
diligently prepare a policy, or to retur? L.
slip, and without delay inform the plai®
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