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and said, " You have not sent any pigs lately ."
ta which the manager replied, " I will &end
You a boat this week." The plaintiffs for-
Warded 25 tons addressed to the defondant,
and the latter declined ta recelve the iron.
To an action for non-accepta nce of the iran
pu.rsuant to contract, the etendant pleadd
that the plantiffs were flot rdy adw .iling
to deliver the iran accordi.ng ta contrat.
Reid, that the defendant was not liable. It
is laid down, that,, where a vendor is shown
to have withheld his arder to deliver until
after the agreed time in coneequence of a ver-
bal request of the twnde befare the expiration
of the agreed time, and where after snch
time the vendar proposes ta deliver, and the
vendes refuses ta accept, the vendor can re-
,caver damnages ; but that, if the alteration af
the period of delivery was made verbally at
the request of the vendor befare the periad for
delivery, the vendor could not show that hie
was willing sud ready ta deliver according ta
the original cantract, and therefnre could flot
recover.-Plevins v. Downing, 1i OP. D). 220.

2. The plaintiff engaged ta eing in an im-
portant Part in a play which tîte defendants
were about ta bring out in their theatre. The
firet performance wau ta be Nov. 28 ; and an
Nov. 23 the plaintiff was taken iii, sa that it
beomme evident that she cauld nat perform
the part an Nov. 28. Accardingly on Nov.
25 the defendants made a provi8ianal arrange-
ment with another persan for a manth, in
,case the plaintiff should bie unable ta sing on
Nov. 28. The plaintiff was unable ta aing
onntil Dec. 4, on which day she ofeored ta fia
the part, but was refused. The Court hed,
-that if no substitute capable af perfarnung
eaid part could be obtained except upon the
terme that sbe should be permanently en-
gaged at higlier pay than the plaintiff, thon it

folloed a a jatter of law that the failure
on the plaintiff's part went tu the root
of the contract, and discharged the defend-
ante ; and that uipon the facts the defendante
were diecharged. -Poussard v. Spiers. 1 Q.
B. D. 410.

8. The defendant invited offers for the ex-
ecution of the worke camprised in certain

spcfcations and plans for the purpose of
building a bridge acrose a river. It was
stated that " these plane are believed ta be
correct ; but their accuracy is flot guaranteed. "
The plaintiff agreed ta comploe the wark in
the manner described in the epeciticatians ;
and da the work according ta the terme of the
epecifications ; and the agement contained
a condition,that if the mode of doi* the work
was altered (as it might ho e n t 'qlfn a
enginor) the plaintitf shouild do it in the
.altred way; and that if in conesquence he
inenrred expense, hie should have compensa.
tion, cf the amount cf which said enginser

,fas ta be sale judge. Accordîng ta the
specifications, the foundatione of the piere
wvere ta bc laid by n-eains of caissons as shown
ini a drawing. 'ie flaintiff attempted ta
lay the piere accardingly ; but after much
ýexpense, it was found impracticabis ta do it
in the above manner, sud a new method was
adopted by directions of the engineer. The

plaintiff brought an action for breach of war-
ranty that the bridge could be built accordiag
ta said plans and specificatians. Hel, that
there was no euch wan-anty. Quoere, whether
the plaintiff could recover upa quanntum
meruit for hie extra work.-hr v. Mayor
of London, 1 App.. C'as. 121 ; S. c L. PL 10
Ex. (Ex. Ch). 112; 10 Amn. Law. Bey. 107.

4. A. and B., in consideration of the ser-
vices and paymsnts ta ho mutually rendered.
agreed that B. should bie A. 's sole agent ait
Liverpool for the sale of hie coal duning tŽàe
teri of seven y.ear8, and shauld nat; act &q
aent for any pereon other than A.; that rates
ehould be fixed by A., and B. ehauld receive
a commision upon his sales ; and that if B.
ehauld nat have sold a certain amaunt, and
A. supplied a certain amaunt par vear, the
agreement inight be determinsd ilpol givingç
notice thereof. After four years, A. sald bis
coal mine ; and from that time B. ceaeed ta
ha employed in the sale of the roal. Heldi,
that thers was no implied cantract that A.
would send any coal ta Liverpool, or would
continue for any particular length of tmme ta
eend coal there ; and that an action for breach
af said agreement could not ho maintained by
B.-Rlwdes v. Forwood, 1 App. Cai, 256.
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COVENÂNT.
The owner af hanses numbered 38 and 40

On a Street demised 40 ta the plsintiff, who
coveuanted ta repair thA dsmised p remi"s.
Said owner had previausly demised Na. 38 ln
similar terme. Under 40 wau an archway,
the eoutherly aide of which wus formed by
the northerly wail of hause 38 ; aud thie aide
of the arch did not; faîl within the plaintif's
covenant ta repair. Aboya the archway, the
wall betwaen 38 and 40 was used by bath
buildings ; and this Wall partiaily gave way,
in consequence ai the giving way of the wqlU
under the archway. Held, that there wus no
implied covenant on the part ai the dafend-
ant ta maintain the wall undar the archway,
eo, as ta supi-rt the plaintifrs premise,-
Colebecc, v. Girdiers' co., 1 Q. B. D. 284. -

Sem LEA.sa 1 ; SETTLEMENT, 5.
Cv-mRs.

The doctrine of cy-près disposition of chai-
table lagacias is nat nacesaarily inapplicable
whare the residuary bequest is ta charity.
For a discussion ai the applicability ai the
doctrine af cr,-prMs mae May/or of Lyons v.
AdvocaÀe-General v Bengal, 1 App. Cas. 92.

DAMAGES.
1. The plaintiff, who was in the habit of

exhibiting! his goods at cattls-shawe, sxhibited
them at 13. Thera hie contracted with the
dafendants for the carrnage of the goods to N.,
whare there wae ta be another show, delivery
ta be befora a certain day. The goode
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