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DIGEST 0F ]ENGLISH LAw REPORTS.

STATUTE.-See BAlNIÇEI'PTCY, 1; INJUNCTION, 1;
INNKEEPEIi.

STATUTE 0F FRAUDS.-- Sec FRAUDS, STATUTE 0F.
STATUTE 0F LIMITATIONS. See LIMITATIONS,

STATUTE 0F.

STOPPAGE IN TRANSITT.
W. a trad' r in Falmonth, purchased goods

of B., a merchant în London. On Oct. 27,
1876, B. sent ani invoice to W. The goods
werc put on board the sanie day. The
steamer saiied October 29. ani arrived at

SFaltrouth October 31, wvheti tic goo<ls were
put into the warebouse of C., wharfinger
andi agent of tic steamer company. lu the
eveninU(_ of Octobepk30,, or thîe morning of
October 31, tbe bllI of lading arrîved. Oc-
tober 30, W. aiscondel, ani No'eînber 4,
hie was adjudged bankrupt. The sanie (iay,

[July, 1878.

tiif's lose of profits in the business which hie
leased the premises to carry on, during the
time hie was kept out.-Jaque8 v. Millar, 6
Ch. D. 153.

2. Dec. 23, 1861, M. took a lease from A.
of certain premises for ten years, with the
option in M. at any time during the terni to
purchase the premises for £3,500, uipon pay-
ment of which to A. the lease should deter-
mine, and M. s9hould be entitled to an
assignment thereof. Jan. 23, 1863, A.
mortgaged the promises to G. In Juiy,
1867, after some negotiations looking to a
purchase by NI., the latter, by bis solicitor,
gave notice to A and G. that h e intended to
purchase. A draft of a conveyance of the
premises t,) M. was prepared, but was not
completed, owing to a failure between A.
and G. to agree as to whom the purchase
mnoney shouid be paid. This was the sub-
ject of a correspondence between July,
1867, and Mardi, 1868. In Ju1y, 1868, G'.
gave M.notice to pay the rent to himi and
iM. made himi some payments at odd tiines,
the receipts whereof, both before and after
the date for the termination of the lease,
were generaily expresse(l to be for rent. In
November, 1872, A. went iinto bankru ptcy ;
and, May 1, 1873, the trustee in bankruptcy
imformed M. that lie proposed to seli the
premises, and gave 'M. the irst chance. M
said nothing about baving already agreed to
purchase until after a second interview,
when lie set up the dlaim, and in July, 1873,'filcd bis bill for spccihic performance. There-
in lie set up the additional fact, that lie bad,
with tie knowiedge of both A. and G.', ex-
pended about £300 in improvements on the
premises since 1867. H1eld, that the optional
clause in the lease, foflowed by the notice
given in 1867, formed a good contract ;but
that M., tbrotigb, bis deiay iu acting fromn
Mardi, 1868, to May, 1873, bad iost bis
right to specitic performance, and the fact
that lie was iin possession did not alter the
case, as lie was in during that time, not
under the contract as purchaser, but as texu-
ant under the lease.-Jills v. Hlayu-oi, 6
Ch. D. 196;.

See FRAI'fS, STATUTE OF, 1 ; LEASE.

B. telegraphed to C. not to deliver the
goods. It appeared that C. was in the habit
of receiving goods and holding themn at the
risk of the consignee, and that lie bad the
exclusive riglit as against the steamer coin-
pany of delivering the goods. One conl-tion of delivery was, that the freiglit should
lie paid. C. testified that lie consîdered
hîmef in ahl cases the agent of tlie con-
signee fromn the time of tlie arrival of the
goods on tlie wharf. Held, that tlie goods
were still in transit when B's message arriv-
ed. C. was flot agent of the consignee.-
Ex parte Barrow. [n re JVorsdell, 6 Ci.
D. 7 83.

TELEGRAPH.
Held, afflrming t4e d ecision of the Comn-

mon Pleas Division, that an action cannot
lie maintained against a telegrapli company
by the receivers of a teiegram, for negligence
in tie delivery thereof, i consequence of
whicb negligence tie receivers suifer damage.
-Dikson v. Jeuters Telegraph C'o., 3 C. P.
D, 1 .c.2 C. P. D . 62.

TENANT Fort LIFE.
1. I. N., under a trust, tenant for life,

impeacliable for waste, eut trees " in due
course of management " only, paid the pro-
ceetîs into court, and receiveti the income
tlierefrom for bier life. Held that the next
tenant for life, who was not impeacliabie for
waste, was entitled to have the sum in court
paid out to him.-Lownde8 v. Noî-toîn, 6 (Ai.
D. 139.

2. --' testator gave bis property, consisting
inter o lia, of leaseboid estates, a part being
leasedl for lives and a part for S'ears, to trus-
tees, iin trust for bis son W. for life, remain-
der iii tail maie. The son was one of the
trustees. Tic ivili provide(i for tbe renewal
of icases for lives ouly. WV., tic tenant for
life, purchased the reversion of a lease for
lives (of wbich WV.'s was one), and it was
coniveyed to the trustees to the uses of tic
will. He also purcbased the reversion of a
siînilai estate, which was conveyed to himi-
self uipon tic trusts of tic wiil the rever-
sion of certain leases for years, which were
conveycd to himself upon the trusts of tic
wili an(l a similar estate, which was con-
veyed to himi absolutely, wvitli no mention
of tic trusts of the wiii. AlI tiese leases
were parts of the estates scttled by the wiiI.
Tic purchase money for ail these estates
was paid by W. personaiiy, ani there was9
evidence that be cxpressed an intention to
charge the samne on the estates iii bis favour.
The purchases were ail of advantage to the
residuary estates. The question waàs, whc-
ther tbe personal repre§entative of W. was
entitled to lie repaid the sume paid liv WV
for these reversions. HIeld, that lie Was'
entitiel to repaymen- that the reversion of
the leasehold couîveyed to W. absollitciY
ielonged to tic personal representative of
the tenant in tail ; and that this persoIIaî
representati ve was cntitled to an interest ini
tic icase for years, the reversion of whicli


