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RECENT EXNGLISH DECISIONS.

The profession are much indebted to [ Lopes, L.]., puts the point decided very con.
those of their body who have spent so | cisely atp. sa1:

i E N i The disability of a married woman to contract
much time and energy in this labour of was remedied by the Married Woman's Property
love. Act, 1882, but only to this extent—that she may
now enter into a binding contract in respect of her
separate property. If she has no separate pro-
perty she still cannot contract. [ entirely agree
with the decision of Pearson, J., in In re Skakes-
pear, Deakin v. Lakin, 3o Chy. D 169. that the
contract which is to bind future separate property
must be entered into at a time when the married
woman has existing separate property.

RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

The Law Reports for November com-
prise 19 Q. B, D. pp. 509-567; and 36 !
Chy. D. pp. 113-261, | BTOPPAGE IN TBANAITU-~DELIVERY OF GOODE ON ROARD

: SHIP~—TFRMINATION OF TRANSIT.

. , , . . DBethell v, Clark, 19 Q. B. D. 553, is a decisiou

Commencing with the cuses in the Queen's | ¢ . pivisional ’C(‘gm%) compg::t:l of Mathew
Bench Division, Fohnstons v. Marks, 19 Q. B. | 204 Cave, 1J. The facts of the case were as
D. 30y, is the first to claim attention.  In this = g e T.in London bought goods of C. in
vase Lzrd Esher, M.R.,, and Lindley and ! \yjverhampton, and sent C. a consignment
l.opes, .J‘j., ’sxttmg as a Divisional Court of | i in the following terms : * Please consign
the Queen's Bench Division, held that where 1 4o 1oy hds, bollow ware to the Darling Downs.

an infant is sued for the price of goods sold tu . ¢, Melbourne, loading on the East India docks
him on credit, he may, for the purpose of show. :

: . - Wi here.” C.osent the gonds per railway accord:
ing that they were not in fact necessaries, give ‘ ingly. to Poplar for shipment, and they werc
evidence t? .show that f"t the time of the =ale shipped vn board at noon on July 3. On the
he was sufficiently provided with goods of the sante day at 10 o'clock he tulcgr:;phcd to the
kind supplied. The judge at the trial, on the ’ )

authority of th 0k ¢ Ryd railway company not to deliver the goods,
: ; of the well known case of Ryder v. : :
, N - and the railway company telegraphed to thei
Wombwell, L. R. 4 Ex. 32, held that in order y cumpany graj

) titl laintiff ) ©l agents at Poplar to the same effect, but the
<0 entt el a P:mh h tuv suc,freed Wwas suffi- message did not arrive in time to prevent the
c;ent ltO 8 10}“' t} at t (; goods supplied were of shipment of the gouds. The master's receipt
'y 3R i3 . ) ne v ) v
f‘ v c ibs which the law m;zlards as " uecess  of the goods was given to the railway compatn.,
saries, and that the qucsth} whether the | 554 by them forwarded to C.  No bl of lading
infant had, or had not, at the time of the sale . . ¢ applied for by any of the partics. On
.-ftlreadyg sufficient suppl?' (')f such articles, was July 11 th. purchaser T. became bankrupt.
immaterial; but the Divicional Court were (y, August 15 C. notified the ship owners thai
usanimous that. the cvidence rejected was “F" he claimed the ten hds. as his property. They
missible, f‘oll?nvmg B“"""‘? A Toye. 13 Q .B' D. ¢ gere also claimed by I.'s trustec in bank
sto: and intimated that if they were sittingas : yptey, The court held that there had becu
a Cowt of Appeal they would have come tu : no constructive delivery to T., and that the
the same conclusion.

INFANT -NECF SARIA —~FVIDENCE,

" transitus was not at an end when the goods
Hgmmw AND WIFE — MARBIED WoMAN - CoNtmacT - - were delivered on ship board; though the
EPARATE PROPRRTY—-MARRIZD WOMEN'S PROPERTY o , HGY ' ini
\OT, 1952 (47 VIOT, ¢, 10,5, 1. 58,5, 3 ONT.Y : cas:a would %m\e been differeut, in the opinion

i . of Cave, J., if the purchaser had then obtained
Palliscy v. Gurney, 19 Q. B. D. 519, is a de- - bills of lading.

ciston of Lord Esher, M.R,, and Lindley and !
LANDLORD AND TENANT-~BrvuiFFs’ LIABILITY FOR HE.

Lopes, L-J,Jn sitting as a Divisional Court of MOVING GOODS UNDHR FXECUTION AFTER NOTICE OF
the Queen’s Bench Division, to which we have |  #ENT IN ARRRAR—MEARURE OF DAVAGES -8 ANNE, ¢.

alveady referred ante p. 302, The short point  h 5 L

decided is that in an action against a married The only other case in the Queen's Bench
woman to recover the price of goods sold and ; Division is Thomas v. Mirchouse. 19 Q. B. D).
delivered to her, it is necessary for the plain. ! 563, which was an action brought by a land.
tiff to show that the defendant had separate : lord against a sheriff under 8 Anne, ¢, 14, 8. 4,
property at the time she made the contract. | for removing goods taken in execution, withon!




