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ACTION.

The plaintiff, in common with other inhabi-
tants of a district, enjoyed a customary right
to have water from a certain spout. The de-
feadant, being the owner of the land throngh
which eame the stream supplying the spout,
on varion- oceasions prevented sufficient water
reaching the spout to supply the inhabitants.
The plaintiff, however, had never suffered any
setunl inconvenience, Held, nevertheless, that
the plaintiff eould maintain an action for divert-
ing the water, on the ground that the defen-
dant’s acts might farnish evidence in deroga-
tion of his rights, Harrop v. Hirst, Law Rep.
4 Bx. 48

See Bivn or LaDING ; MONEY HAD AND RE-

CHIVED.

Apmixisrration—=~See Convricr of Laws; . Ex-
BCUTOR AND ADMINISTRATOR, 2; NULLITY
of MarrIage; PrINcIPAL AND SURETY,
1; Trusy, 1; WLk, 6.

AvvLnraey—3ee Divorce, 2-4; INJUNCTION, 5.

ApvascemeNT—3Ses HusBanp axp Wirg, 4.

Aquvr—See PRINCIPAL AND AGENT,

AgresMeNT—See CONTRACT.

AnreN——8ee CopyriGHT, 1.

Avriory.

1. Alimouy pendenle lite was allotted on the
average annual earnings of a husband, a mas-
ter mariner, though at the time of his answer-
ing the petition for alimony he was temporarily
out of employment.—Thompson v. Thompson,
Law Rep. 1 P. & D. 663.

2. Where husband and wife have been living
apart for mauvy years, and the wife has sup-
ported herself, and is still able to do o, ali-
mony peadents lite will not be allowed. — Bur-
rows v. Burrows, Law Rep. 1 P. & D. 554;
George v. George, 1b.

See Divorcs, 3.

Anciexr Ligue—-See Ligmr.

ArpuaL—See Costs; INJuNOTION, 6.

AprorrTioNMENT-—See MorTMAIN ; TENANT FOR
Lirz AND REMAINDRER MAN.

AprRENTICE—See MASTER AND SERVANT.

AppROPRIATION—See BANKRUPTCY, 4, 6.
ARBITBATOR—See AWARD.

ArnysT,

A person accused of crime, who attends un-
der his recognizances at the hearing of the
charge against himself, is privileged from
arrest on civil process during his return home,
after having been remanded on bail.—Gilpin
v. Cohen, Law Rep. 4 Ex. 131.

ASSIGNMENT.

A builder assigned to T. £200 of what should
be coming to him under a contract with A.
The contract provided that if the building was
not finished on a certain day, A. wight employ
another builder to complete it. When the as-
sigonment was made, the time for completicn
had expired. Soon after the builder conveyed
his property to a trustee for the benefit of his
creditors, and the trustee completed the build-
ing with his own money, and was repaid by A.
Allowing this repayment as proper, nothing
remained due on the contract. T. then filed
his bill against A. to enforce payment of the
£200.  Held, that the payment by A. to the
trustee was proper, and that the bill should be
dismissed.-—Zooth v. Hallett, Law Rep. 4 Ch.
242,

See Coxversion ; CovenANT, 35 MORTGAGE,

1; ParTNERsHIP, 2.
ATTORNEY.

1. The plaintiff recovered a verdict for 25
against the defendant. The plaintiff’s attorney
jnformed the defendant’s attorney that he had
a lien for costs to a large amouunt on the dam-
ages recovered by the plaintiff Bubsequently,
a rule nisi for a new trial was graated on the
ground that the verdict was against evidence,
The plaintiff and defendant, without the know-
ledge of their attorneys, settied the action, the
defendant paying 107 to the plaintif, who was
very poor, in discharge of all claims for dam-
ages and costs, [eld, that the plaintifi’s at-
torney was not entitled to compel the defendant
to pay bis costs, as the result of the proceedings
was doubtful at the time of the settiement, and
there was, therefore, no existing fund on which
the lien for costs had attached, and as the set-
tlement was not shown to be fraudulent.— &%
parte Morrison, Law Rep 4 Q. B. 153.

2. Where a solicitor is not the genersl agent
of his client, 8o as to be able to receive the
client’s money at all times without his know-
ledge, but has only received money for bim in
respect of separate transactions, and his client
was aware of these at the time, and knew what
was to be received, the soli¢itor is entitled to
have bis bill for costs paid, though he has not
kept nccouats of all the money received. —In
re Lee, Law Rep. 4 Ch. 43.



