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Held, to be well exccuted, the guardian being one of the
attesting witesses.

V.C.S. Hoveuron v, Lers. Dec. 9.
Specific pexfurmance—Cumpronise—Consideration.

A., by his will made a distribution of his property amogst
his children, which some of them considered would lead to
litiration, as he was only tenant for life of part, with remainder
to B, his son; and during A’s lifetiie, with his approbation,
an agreement was extered into betweeen Band the other chil-
dren, by which B agreed to convey the praperty of which he
was tenant for life to the devisces named in the will, 1t ap-
peared that the consideration to 3 was very small in amouunt.

Held, that this was an agreement of which the Court would
decree specific perfoninance, and that the smallness of the
cousideration did not vitiate the agreement, it being a com-
promise between members of a family.

L.J. Sovrst Wares Ranway Comrasy v Wyrnes., Dec.12.

Comtract for railway works—Specific performunce—Part
perfornance.

The defendant contracted 1o make a railway according 1o
a specification to be prepared by the Eugineer of the railway
company for the time being, the details of the arrangement in
case of difference to be determined by a releree ; and w execute
a bond 10 secure the perfurmance of the contract.  Specific
perdfurmance refused of the substance of the agreement the
cnlire contract not being such as would be deereed to be per-
forired by a Court of Equity 3 and the like of the exceution of
the boud as being merely incidental toit, A Demurrer to the
whole bill allowed.

Tex v. Feruus, Dec. 13‘

Pleading—Inquiry.

An admission by a Jefendaut, upon his answer, of an alle-
gation inthe bill that such defendant claims to Le heir-at-law,
18 not such evidence of his hcimlni&as to prevent the necessity
tr»f an enquiry, the admission not being Lindiug upon co-de-
endants,

V.C.W.

Ix »E BAILEY'S SETTLEMENT.
Scandul—Rlotion after order.

Where there is scandal in affidavits filed on the hearing of
& petition, 2ud a wotion is made (after an order on such petis
tion) to expange such aflidavits as scandalous, the Court will
not grant the motion, but on cousideration of the scandal
rcluses it without costs.

V.C.K. Dec. 14,

Maunix v, Fostxa. Dec. 15

Settlcment or murried scoman.

A, beng entitled to 2 share of a fund, manies without ap-
plication 10 ilie Court, but with the consent of the Trustecs
and of her mother, and on becoming entitledt to her share,
Ehious for payment oul, proposing 2 settiement of less than

iy the residue 1o be re-paid 10 the husband. Upon a private
intetview with the lady, the whole stock onlered 10 be settled,
and a small sum of cash ouly paid 10 the husband.

V.C.K,

ANDREWS v, MonGax. Dee. 21,
Coels.

The Court does not deal with the question of costs where it
d &8 nor adjudicate upon the sulject watter of the syit; thete-

v.c.s.

fore, where, upon 2 motion fur an injunction to festrain a part-
ner from dealing with the partuership assets, it was referred
to arbitrators to take the accounts, (that being the only question
at issue) and the result was that a certain sum was due to the
plaintiff.

I2:ld, that the Court, knowing nothing of the merits of the
casc, would make no order against the defendant in respeot of
the costs of the asbitration and award.

Vv.C.S. ALEXaxpeR v, HaMMoOND, Dec. 21,

Agreement—Licn—Legal and equitable right—Want of
cquity.

By an agreement betwween A and B, A agreed to exert him-
self to prove that 13 was entitled to certain property in India, for
which A was 10 have half the value of what might be recovered.
A succeeded in recovering a certain amount, which was sent
hiome to the correspondents, in London, of a firm in Calcutta,
who acted for A in the matter, Upon demurrer to a bill to
declare A%s right to half the amount under the agreement,

Ilcld, that A had no lien on the fund, and that his right, if
any, was purely egal, and not cquitable,

V.C.W. Cracr: v. CRACE. Dec. 21.

Practice—Marricd woman—Next friead.

A copying clerk to a Solicitor, at a salary of £1aweek,and
living in lodgings, continued on the record as next friend toa
marricd woisan; the defendant, who sought to remove him
on thie grmumd of his izability to answer the costs of the suit,
having taken no steps fr more than six_months after he be-
came acquainted with his position, and it appearing that the
costs ordered to be paid by such next friend had beea pau,
though not without delay.

Hertz v. Tur. Uniox Baxk oF Lowpow.  Dec. 21,

Ancicut lights—Injunction.

The Court of Chancery will not, unless ia a very clearcase,
mterfere by a perpetual injunction 1o restrain the erection of
buildings alleged 10 obstruct ancient lizlits, without the pre-
vious decision of a Jury.

S —————————————pee—————
connesponypeunce.

7o the Editor of the «“Law Journal.”

Siw,

Will you be kind enough topropose the following questions
in the nest number of ?'our.lournal. If you have time togive
answers to them in the same journal, so much the better;
but if not, perhaps some of your correspondents will be 20
obliging as lo give them an answer. .

(@) Divisiox Covnr.—Splitling of Suits— Estoppel—C'

A. B. sues C. D. for conversion of  stove, value £5. The
cvidence is that the stove, without the trimmings, is worth
£2 10«. C. D. objects that the particulars of the plaintiff’s
demand do not include the trimmin J i

; ; o the valoe of the sover
the loobim:tmll, and gives judgment for the valve of the stove,

L.J.

£1

A. B. then sues C. D. for conversion of the trimmings,
valuc £2 10s.

Can C. D. plead the first suit in estoppel ?

If nlot, canl lheth;-gge. give ﬁnedef:ndaat themo( the
second sunt, 1hou ives 1, 1avour -
1Ml for the £2 105, sccondly claimed ? I

() E. F. sues G. H. on his note of hand ; G. H.atthesame
time owing E. F. £5 on 3 twok detr.



