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for the plaintiff, and found that the accident
was caused by the presence of the
three extra persons in the carniage, and that
they were there through the defauit of the
conipanys s8ervants. Held, that there was
evidence to go to the jury of niegligence on
the part of the railway company which was the
cause of thie injury to the plaintiff. -Jckson
v. Metroçpolitan MiaUway Co., L. R. 10 C. P.
49.

3. A cab driver obtained from a cab pro-
pnietor a cab and horme, upon the ternis that
the driver was to pay the owner 18s. per day
and retaixi earninigs above that sum ; that
the owner was to siîpply food for the horse
and that the driver was not to be under the
owner's control. The hiorse overturned the
cab and injured the driver. The jury foud
that the horse was not reasonably fit to be
driven in a cal> ; tlîat the owner did not take
reasonable precautions to supply a reasonably
lit horse ; that the driver did flot take uipon
Iiiiiself the risk of the hiorse being reasonably
fit to be driven in a cab ; and that the horse
and cab wvere intrusted to the driver as
bailee, and flot as servant. A verdict was
directed for the driver. Held, that as the
second finding of the jury amounted to a find-
iîîg of negligence, a raie for a new trial nmust
be discharged. -Fowler v. Lock, L. R. 10 C.
P. 90.

See DAMAGES, 2; MASTER AND SERLVANT.
NOTICE TO TREAT.

A railway compaiiy served the plaintiffs
with notice to treat for a portion of their
lands. The plaintiffs served the company
with a counter notice to, treat for the whc'le
of their lnnd. The conpany then gave the
plaintiffs notice of their intention to apply to
the Board of Trade for a surveyor to deter-
mine the value of the whole of the plaintiffs'
land. The plaintiffs filed a bill praying an
iijmnction to restraîîî the company from using
part of tijeir land without taking the whole.
The company gava the plaintitîs9 notice that
it withdrew its notice to treat, and offered to
pay costs ; and then filed an answer to said
bill, insisting on its right to withdraw its
notice to treat. The plaintiffs arnended their
bill anti prayed a declaration that the coin-
paily w-as bouîîd to take the wholc of their
land. Hcld, that the company liad not con-
trncted to take the plaintiTh' Iand.-Grierson
v. Chceshtire Limes' L'omrnittee, L. R. 19 Eq.
83.

Nui,.ANcp-see L1c1eNýSE.

PÂItTNERS1111'

By partniersliip artieles it ivas irovided.
tlilit UrpOn the death of a partner lus shiare
slîould lie taken by the surviviing partners
according to its value ..it the last stoc-k-tztkinib'
andi bbc aitiotnt found dlue paoil to lus ex-'
ecutoi-s IbY fourteen instalments, wi th i uterest
matil pa 'ymeîit. A partner died, andti s ex-
ecutors nhlowed bis sharetoreniain iii the busi-
iness. Six ye-îî5 afterward the surviving p)art.
iners filed. a liquidation petition. The execu-
tort; clainied to prove for the* value of their
testator's sharel. Tiiere were stili unpaid

PERSONALTY. -Sec CONVERSION, 2.
PILOT.

A boat upon a vessel fell upon a pilot and
injured him, in consequence of its haviflg
been negligently sing by the seamen WhIO
were in the deferîdauits' employ. Held, thstthe defendants were liable for the dainage, es
there is no implied contract between ownell
and the pilot wvhom they are compelled tO
employ that the pilot shall take bue risk Of
injury from the owners' servants.-Snith 1.
St1ele, L. R. 10 Q. B. 125.

PLACE.

The tenant of a bouse together with 3
pieee of inclosed gronnd àdjoining used for
cricket, foob-racing, and other gaines anid
sports, perniitted bctting to go on on said
ground. JIeld, that said inclosed grouud Was
a " place" within a statute forbidding kepeiV)g
a "bouse, office, room, or other place,' for
betting. -Haiqh v. Tow-n Council of Shefflely
L,. R. 10 Q. B. 102.

PLEADI NG.

Declaration on a chîeck. Plea, thiat the de-
fendant was induced to sign by the fraud Of
the plaintiff. Issue. TIhe jury found that
the delèîidant had not disaffirmed the col"
tract. Tlie defendant urgeti that the plaiflti«
shonld liave hiled a replication, if Le i-elied on1
the defendant's lîaving affirmed. the contract,
JIeld, that the defèîidant's plea inust be
looked upon as an allegation of fraud , aiid
th]at the defendant iii consequence determnilled
the contraet ; and that in sucli case a replie-
tion ivas unnecessary. -Dawes v. Hfarfl'0'
L. R. 10OC. P. 166.

Sec BILL IN EQUITY, 2; ESTOPPEL.
PossEs.sioN. -Sec FRAUD5, STATUTE o,1

SALE.

POWEBR.-,See ADVANCEMIENT.
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some debts contracted by the firm whcn thO
deceased partiler was a metuber of it. iIeld,
that the executors were not entitlcd to prove&
-1m rc Dixoit. Ex parte Gordoit, L. R. 10
Ch. 16o.

Sec EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORs, 2,3
PARTIES.-Se BILL n EQuITv, 2.
PATENT.

in 1. Inspection of the defendant&' inachinerY
nccessary to enable the plaintiff to make olit
luis case. -Batlcy v. Kyîock, L. R. 19 F-
90.

2. The defendaîîts, in perforrnaýce of a cofl'
tract with the Secretary of State for War,
inanuifaettnred anti delivered to the secretairy
certain rifles which were infringeinents of tue6
îlaintiff's patent. Held, that as the defend-
ants did not manufacture the rifles as ser-
vants to the Crown, they were liale for in*
fningemenit.-Dixoit v. Lond»c Srnall AI
Co., L. R. 10 Q. B. 130.

PERILS 0F THIE SEA.-See INS'URAzCE, 2 ,S.

WORTHINESS.


