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16), on the ground that the parties had agreed to refer the mz.ltter mn dlSparising

arbitration ; but it appearing on the application that 3 question of law,

- . o stan
on the construction ofa deed, was involved,the Court ordered the motion t ¢ then
over until after the delivery of th

be made to the Court to deter
before referring, if necessary,

e defence in order that an application ml%hadings
mine any question of law rajsed by the p ecount'
to an arbitrator to dispose of any matter of ac

s ~ . >
STATUTE OF PRAUDS—TWO INDEPENDENT DOCUMENTS—I

PER”
ECIFIC
AROL EVIDENCE To ¢onNECT—SP
FURMANCE.

In Oliver v. Hunting,
Plaintiff a freehold estate
all essential terms of the

agreed to be sold.
" cheque for £375as a
ant replied by letter,

he
44 Chy.D., 205, the defendant agreed t(.) sell tt(;i;e
for £2,375, and signed a memorandum which COnoper
contract, except that it omitted to refer t? the pfiant
Two days afterwards the plaintiff sent the defendeferl .
deposit, and in part payment of the £2,375,and the 5, o
“I beg to acknowledge receipt of cheque, VEllue £’3:7 The
account of the purchase money for the Fletton Manor House Estate- resen
defendant having subsequently refused to carry out the contract the Eer the
action was brought for specific performance, and the question was leet suppl¥
receipt for £375 could be connected by parol with the contract so as‘to

) : Keke®
the defect in it as to the property to which it was intended to relate, and
wich, J., held that it could.

INFANT—MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT.

Duncan v. Dixon, 44 Chy.D., 211, the onl ' {lemen
Division, is a decision of Kekewich, J., as to the effect of g marriage set nt W
made by an infant, in which he arrived at the conclusion that the settleme r oW
not void ab initio, but voidable only, which accords with the decision of ou

. L. a?
Court as to the effect of an infant’s deed ; see Foley v. Canada Pérmanent L
S. Co., 4 Ont., 38.

. : ncery
Y remaining case in the Cha

Ri1GHTS oF RIPARIAN OWNER—NAVIGABLE RIVER.

rtss
Most of the cases in the Appeal reports are appeals from Scotch CO: .
ch it is not necessary to refer to here. In Booth v. Ratte, 15 App- Cas.;;tario
the Judicial Committee affirm the decision of the Court of Appeal of O pivi©
(14 Ont, App., 419), which affirmed the previous decision of the Chanceryig'abl
sional Court (11 Ont., 491), holding that a riparian proprietor, on a nav

whi

. . . . intail
obstruction to navigation, and is entitled to malntith
action for damages caused thereto by any unauthorized interference W

flow and purity of the stream. In this case the injury was occasion by
defendants casting saw-dust into the river.

PRAcrxcz—VERmcr OF JURY—MOTION

In Phillips v, Martin,
rule laid dow

TO SET ASIDE VERDICT.

g b
25 App. Cas., 193, the Judicial Committee adopte®,

4.
right
n by the House of Lords in Metropolitay Railway Co. v. W ,




