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party wus not at liberty to remarry eo long as generally, and this Butt, .,declined ta do, but
theinocntparty rernained unmarried. The. InAsmuch as the plaintiff had been privy to the

1 Wkand S., shortly after the divorce, returned prf or suit, ho ordered proceedings ln tht s action
to, Egn d, and there went through the form ta b. stayed until the caste of the former suit
of marriage according ta law, whilst the in. should be paf 4.

x no' .cent hueband was still tinmarried. It was N~0 PaL ss s-unn ~
S,; held by Sir James Hannen that the divorce

was vaU!,ý -and -that as the divorce had the n T/, aEo, il P. D. 170, was an action
effeot of cancelling the existing marriage, the brought against a shipowner for the lats of
parties were restored to the condition of un- goode oarried under a bill of lading containing
married persons, and! were at liberty to remxove ithe usual exception against perils cf the sea,
ta England and! contract a fresh mfarriage ac, it appeared that the gooda were lait in conco.

corcîngta e iw o n.gxaa, l0tIif5t~lU- quence of a collision between the carrying Bhiplng the colonial law prohi biting the remarriage adaohr n twshl yteCuto
of a divarced person under such circumstances, Appeal that this war, nlot Prima facie evidenceand, that therefore, the niarriage ta S. was aials thîtlexcpon

r, valid.
OaUX'rr-00»oqÂTIOx. MORTOIOMB IN 01515AaorTDMi To

U . XOITGAOZIl PmOPITT.
Iu tVyt4o» v. Mfyttn, i x P. D. 141, it was

heit tht aperistnt ours ofharh, rriat. Proceeding now tu the cases in the Chancery
n în coduct unccomanid byactal ~ki.Division, the first to which we would call atten-

tion i alrv otn 3Cy .z6 hlence, but carried ta such a point as ta on. ,TalrvMstn33CyD.2.Th
danger the petitioner's health, and renewed panisl hscs eemrgge npssessi onofaclirndwr saesesfafter the resuimptian aof interrupted cohabita.ofaclirndwe s ese f

tao, cnst'tued ega crelt suficentta the saine property under a leuce by way ai.i tenconsitued lgalcruety uffiien te mortgage, for a fixed terni of years at a relitjustify a decree ofjudîcial ceparatian.aniacrinrytyfraloamcd Th
PSMÂxt-Two w=LB - ecoin LcTwox Ta ESTABLISE jlease cantaineci covenants ta leave pillars of

A mL-STAflx PEOEEnIG5.coal to support the roof, and mot ta worc or
MPeters v. TiIlly, i x P. D. z45, was an action ta rernove the pillars. The inortgagees sublet,

obtaiti probate of a last will. There had been and gave their sub.lessees permission ta work
a previaus action by the next of kin for letters andi remaove the pillars which they dîid. In
of administration with the will annexeci, bear. taking the mortgage accoulnts it was helId t at
Ing date z868. In opposition, parties claixning the mortgagees must ho treateci as havilig
ta be legatees set up the contents of a lato themselves wrongfully removeci the pillars andi
will, allegeci ta have been execiteci in 1877 Or must bo chargeci, not with the amnount af
1878, but which éould net bo found, The iroyalty reserveci, but with the fuli value of the
Probate Division held that the contenits of ca sa taken, suhject ta a deduction for the
this latter will haci beon praveci, andi granteci cast of bringing it ta the surface, but nlot foi-
probate, but the Court of Appeal reverseci this 1the cost of severance. Sorne timie after thedecision, 11without prejudice ta any applica- iusiuai foreclosture jucigment directing the ac-
tion for probate aof the said %will if fouinc andi counts, it was discoveroci that the mines haciV produceci," andi this decision of the Court of jbeen 6looded ini cansequence, as the mort.Appeal was subsoquently afflrmed by thie gagors allegeci, of the inaproper working of the
House of Lords, The present action was 1 mines or the reinoyal aof the pillars by the suh.
thon brought for probate of the second will by 1 esaces. The mortgagore thon applieci ta have
the executor and resîdnary legatee thereunder, jan account taken aof the damage thug occa.
who haci beoxi the canfidential solicitor for the sioned, under the judgment as it stood, but it
deceaseci, and who haci acted as solicitor for wvas held by the Court of' Appeal 'that thoughi
the legatees in the previaus itigatian. This the application was wrang in fanm, yet that

1 suit was foundeci upan fresh evidence ai' the the mortgagors were entitled ta relief, and a
contenta and exceutian of the second will. cupplemental order was miade directing the
Thie defendant applied tu stay the praceedings account goilght, and further directing that tlie


