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T le profession are inuchi indebteti to
those of thecir body whio have spent soj

niuch titne and energy in this labour of
love.j

'rie Lazw Ri'po;'ts for Novemnber coi.
prise i9 Q. B,. 1). pp. 50.6 ad3
Chy. D.pp. i13.26t.

coiiicirîg ivith thie casesý iu tire Queen's
liencli Divisioni, Johistu v.. Mafrks, îç .3
1). 5og, is the first tii cialiii attenîtioni. Iii this
case Lord Esher, M.R., aud Liuîdley and

.upes, L.jj., sitting as a l)ivisional Court of
.the Queecus lencli Division. held tliat wiîere
anr inîfant is sued for the price of gooda soid tu
hiirn on ciedit, lie nia>', for the purpose ofso-
ing that they were îîot iîî fact nrecenisaries, give

*evidence to silo%% that at the tînie of tire sale
lie wvas stîfficiently provided %vitii goutta of tire
kind sulphied. The judge at tie trial, (in tire
authîority of the well known cas;e of Rydî'r v.
llJVoiibwdt, L. R. 4 Ex. jý-, liîid that iii order
io entitie a plaintiff tu stîcceed it %vas Silif6.
cient to show that the gouds stipplit'd wcere(i
tut:- class %vhieh tue Ian' regards as Il noces-
saries,' anîd tiiat the queustioni whetiîer tie
infant iîad, or liad !lot, at the tiime of tire sale
.aiready a sufficient sîîpply of sîîch articles. %vas
immaterial ;but the Ilivirinînai court were
unanimous that the cvidence rejected was ad-
inissible, foluowing Barnes v. Toile. 13 Q. Il. 1).
410 antI intimnated thiat if' they were sittîug as
a Coiiýt of Appeal they wvould have core te,
tue saine conîclusionî.

l4eeîiÀsz> AlOi WIFF - MÀRRIEL %VoMîî.- CONTRACT

ICT, 18h2 (47 N'îCT. C. 19. 8. ,se. 2.,13 ONT.).

Palliser v. Gnuey, 19 Q. B. 1). 519, is a du-
cision of Lord Estier, NIR., anîd Lindley and
Lopes, L.JJ., sittiîîg as a l)ivisionai Court mof

the Qu1een's Beîîch Di!,isioti, to which ive have
aiready referred anîte 1). 3ç)2. The short point
decided is tlîat iii anr actionî againnit a inarried
wunîan to recover the price of goode sold and
delivered to lier. it is uecessary for the plain.
tiff tu showv that the defendant had separ-ate

*property at the tinie %lhe made the contract.

4 o8 1, 1807.

Lopes. L.J., pute the point decided very con.
cisely ritP. 5zz!

The disability of a rnarried woman lu contraci
wvaà remedied by the Married Wornan'e Property
Act. 1882, but only to this extent-that Che mnay
now enter into a binding contract ini respect of ber
separate property. If shre has nu separate pro-
perty she sîlill cannot contract. I entirely agree
with the decision of Pearson, J., in In re Shakeg.
penr, DeakiiÀ v. Le hin, 3o Chy. D i6kg. that the
contract which isl to bind future separate property
must be entered into at a tirne when tire married
womnn bas existing separate property.
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aMt1p-Tr.ItUl-,ATION OF TIIANOIT,

Bdihel v., Clark, i9 Qj. B. D. 553, is a decisioîi
of a Divisional Court cumposeil of Maflîeu
and Cave, JJ. The facts of the case wvere as

fl w:T. iii Londoni buughit gouds of C. iii
WVolverhamnpton, and srent C. a consignrnent
note in the foiiowiîîg terins : *1 Ilease consigii
the ten fids, huollow ware tu the Darling Dowtit.
to Melbourne, loadiîîg on the Eatst India dock,~
here." C. sent tic( guuds per railway accordl
iîîgly. tri i'opiýt for, sliimeit, and t iey wie

siitd un ilîoîdc Mt 1101 (in JUIv .3- ()n thi'
sanie duiv at lu o'clock lie tegripliid tu t1hr
riiwav. coipauiv ;iut te deliver tli- good-.
and the raiiway COIIII)RIny teiegraphied to theji
agenîts at Poplar to Uic satiie effect, but Uie
message did îlot arivu iii tiine tu pirevexit the
shipinent of the gouds. The miaster's receipi
of the gouds was gi% ex tu, tire raiiwav cuînpaii..
aîid by thein forwarded to C. No bilh f ladiiiu.,
n'as applied fi. by any of ti:e parties. ( hi

J niv i th.: ptîîchascr "T. becaîîîe banrki-uplt.
On .Xugust 15 C. notitied tie shilp owaiicr thal
lie ciainlied Uie tell lis. as his pro pelty. Tlht:
%verc aiso clairned by *r. '. tiristee inbri,
ruptcy. The coturt field that therc bil becîî
110 constructive deliveî'y to T., antd that tii"

transittîs wa not at ai cnd wlîeî the guu&d
wvere delivered on ship horied ; thuugh Uie
case woud have been dii3'ereîît, ;i tire opinioni
of Cave, J., if the ptîrchaseî' had then obtaine'd
bills of iading.
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Tire uni>' otiîer case in the f3jeeî encii
Division is Vi/omas v. Mirrlîouse. ri) Q. B. t).
563, whichi was anr action bî'otîght by a land.
lord against a sheriff under 8 Aune, c. 145, S. i,

ifoi' reuioving gooda taken il% execution, wlithoîil


