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CHARGE-PROTECTION FROM ARREST - I REI
TOR"-The protection from arrest, given ta a
bankrupt by statute 12 & 13 Vie. o. 106, s. 112,
does not extend ta an arrest made by a creditor
wbose debt was iocurred between adjudication
and order of discharge.

The word Il reditor " in that section means
a creditor who could prove in the bankruptcy.-
ln re Poland, 14 W. R. 599.

RECEIVINQ STOL1EN Goou'S -JOINT REcoEipT-
if A. & B. are jointly indicted for receiving
stolen go~ods and it ia proved that A. separately
received the goods fromi the thief, and that B3.
received them from A., both may b. convicted
under 2 1 & 25 Vie. c. 96, s. 94.-Reg. v. Rearden
et ai., 14 W. R. 663.

LARuCicNT As BAILEs-The prisaner, a carrier,
was employed by the prosecutor ta deliver in bis
(the prisoner's) cart a~ bat's cau go of cortis to
persons named in a list, to whom only he was
authori8ed todeliver theni. Having frauduiently
sold soine of the coals, and appropriated the
proceeds.

fIeld, that lie waa properly con'iicted of larceny
as a bailee within 241 & 25 Vie. c. 96, a. 3.-
Rleg. v. Davie-i, 14 W. R. 679.

SIMPLE CONTRACTS & AFFAIRLS

0F EVERY DAY LIFE.

NOTES 0F NEW DECISIONS AND LEADINO
CASES.

RAILWAY COMPANY - BILL OF EXCHAKQGIC
POWECR TO ACCEPT.-Tbe plaintiffs, as indarsees,
sued the defendants, a railway company, as ac-
ceptors of a bill of exchazîge.

IIeld, that tbc defendants bad no0 power ta
nccept a bill of exchange, and were not hiable in
this action, they being a coporation created for
the.purpose of making a railway, and the ac-
,cepting of a bull of exchnnge not being inci-
dental to the object for which they were incor-
perated.

lfd', also, that the defence was properly
raiaed by a phea denying the acceptance of the
bil.-.-Baleman v. T'te Vid- Wale3 Railway Com-
pauy, 14 W. R. 672. .

IN'F&Z2iNGEMEINT ov TRADE Mý%ARK - Long use
S of a-trade mark giies such a property in it ta

the owner that-another person cannot adopt the
sanie device even tiougb it be bis faînily cret.-
Slardieil 'v. WhÂitweil, 14 W. R. 512.

I>RomissoRY NOTE-PAYEL â-A note wau made
payable tà the trustees of a chapel "lor their
treasurer for the lime being."

It was held, that this did not make the pAyee
uncertain, and that the document was a promis-
mary note within the statute of Anne.-Ilolme8
v. J.acques, 14 W. R. 684.

a

CONTRACT-DiuiJxNUNNES-DURE5s.-A con-
tract unreasonable in iteelf, entered into by au
habituai drurikard when in a state of excitemerit
from excessive drinking ahinost auîonnting to
madneaa, 'with a persan 'wbo at the time hid
hiin i.n complet. subjection, will be set aside.
It la flot necessary in sucb a case to prove actual
madness. -Wiltshire v. .3tarshall, 14 W. R. 602.

ACTION FOR CALL ON SHAIIES-MIlSREPRESEN-
TATION.-Where a person bas been induced to
take shares in a canipany on the faith of repre-
sentationa contained in their prospectus, which
afterwards turned ont to be false, be iil lie
entithed to an interim injunctiori to restrain pro.
ceedings at law ta enforce a call.-Snith v.
R. R..S. Xining Co. 14 W. R. 606.

NEOLi.GENCE-UizNrNcE HIOLE-IN NKEPEU-
GUEsT.-The plaintiff went to a public-bouse by
appointment to meet a friend, and, a8 bis friend
bad nat arrived, wahked inito the parlour, and
there fell through a bole in the floor, wbich was
being repaired. As far as appeared, bis onhy
abject in caming to the bouse was to meet bis
friend. In an action against the landiord for
fregligence in nat fencing tht bote, and in wbicb
the plaintiff alleged that be was in the bouse as
a gueet, the jury found for the plaintiff

The court refused a rie ta nansuit the plaintiff
wbich was ashced for on the ground that tbere
wns no evidence, either of negligence on tbe
part of tbe defendant, or of tbe plaintiff being
in the bouse as a guest.-Azford v. Prior, 14
W. R. 611.

CONTRACT-LiQuiDÂT&iD DAMAGE5 .- Tb e plain-
tiff, a builder, contracted with the defendant to
do certain repaira and alterations to a bouse, ta

be completed within a specified time, "lsubjeet
to a penalty of £20 per week that sny of the
works rewained unfinished"' after the Btipulated
periods.

.Ield, that the sutu of £20 per wetk was in
the nature of liquidated damages, and could b.
deducted by the defendant witbout proving the
hosa h. had actuahhy austained by reason of the
delay.-Crux v. Aldred, 14 W. R. 650.
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