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maintained. The defendants aought to escape fiability on the
ground that they were a liinited company and therefore incapable
of a criîm:nal act, and also on the ground that the rnaintained
action was successful and therefore the plaintiff suffered no dam-
age. The facts were somewhat, unusuai. It appeared that the
plaint;ff had advertised a competition for-a naine for a new
seaside resort, the establishment of which he was prornotiiig, the
winner of the corupetition was to get £100, and several lots of land
were offered as consolation prizes, suhject to the pavinent of
£3 3s. Od. for each conveyance. Thei defendants in a newspaper
published hy thern denouneed the scheme as a fraud, and oflered
to assist the winners of consolation prizes to brmrg an action to
recover their iioney. MaDy of then acceptcd the defendants'
offer and an action was brought in their utames by the defendants'
s'olicitor and was successful, and judgînent was recovered for the

1epayunent to the plaitiffs iii that action of the various suins
respectively paid by thern to the plai'itiff in the present action.
The action was trie(l before Lord Rteading, C.J., and '% jury, and
the jury found that the defendants did not aet frorn an-v desire to
assist persons to prosecutecins Nvho wolild flot otherwisqe be abIr
to enforce their riglits, and also th41t they, did flot act in the Ipoiifidce
belief that thc persons whoin they indluzed to sue had an ' w0plj-
fotindled claini against Neville. ()n these findings the Chief
Justice gave judgrncnt for the plaintiff ani held that the ineasure
of daniages w~as the plaintiffs vosts of dvfence. tind the costs he
had been orderùd to pay the- plaintifhý iii tFe maintaizied action.
and he ht-Id that the cd)mpainv was lial'le rivil'v for the aCtý of its
servants.
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I n re DVardrop (1917> P. ;-A. Sltarmiaii, J., tifecitled t hat a
suldier's ivili is revok)hed by the subscquent inarriage of the t",stator,

tt thc Nviil be. eýxecuted( according to thle uisual forin, or
accordiung to the forni sufflejent whlerv the testator is on active
svrvice.

V>Eî>o1,.NVAOtItIsRCNRC MAI( v"T(TR
IN U'ONTRAcTr-EASEMYNT--l1iOHT OF WAY-FORM 0F CON-
vm.YANcE--Ext'L(SIoN OF OPERATION OF C'ONVEYANCING
ACT, 18 (44-45 VICT., c. 41), s, 6-(R.S.O. c. 109, s. 15 (J) ).

lie WaImsley ami Shav (1917) 1 Ch. 93. This was an applica-
tion untier the Vendors and Purc.hasers' Ac! to deterrnine the
p)rupe)r foryn of the vonveYitnce. BY fhe contract, in quesqtion


