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revoked. Ne was once professor in the Col-
lege of St. David's, Lampeter, South Wales,but having somte difficulty with the faculty,he exiled himself to a neigbboring town, where
he died, leaving in his will £50 to the town of
Lampeter, one-third of the income of whichi is
perpetually to be given to the town crier "lfor
making proclamation once a ycar. about mnid-
Summer,1 on a market day, that 1, Rowland
Williams, neyer consented to the election of
George Lewellin to, a scholarship in this Col-
lege, but in this as in otber things I was foully
slsndered by men in high places; because 1loved rigbteousness and hated iniquity;- there-
fore. I died in exile; but while unti menpermitted me, I kept both the needy student
by bis right, and defended the alins of thealtar of God." It remains to he seen whetber
this direction will be executed. Should it beapproved, it would beconue a bad precedent,
for scores of men înight adopt the sai2e pecu-liar expedient for perpetuating their censure,
and it would thus resuit in a crying evil.
Mark~et day alone would not suffice, nor miid-sunimer's heats, but every day, Suindays sotexce])ted, summer and winter, would be vocalwitb the uncherubie officiais, who, continually
would cry.

The last thing that is done to a man is tobtuld a monument over bis remains. A fenwtboughts on bequests for such purposes willform a fitting, close to this paper. 'l'ie topicbias been suggestcd to my mmid by the testa-
ment of a distinguished soldier, recently de-ceased, in which there is a bequest of $.50,0
for a mortuary monument. It bas been heldthat the erection of a monument to ptrpetuate
the memnory of the donor is not a chiaritabile
purpose: .Melick v. Pi-e8ident of the Asylum,
1 Stick. 180. Tbe question arises, is such abequest to be applauded, even if sustained incourts of law ? Can it answer amy useful pur-pose ? Is it not a monument to the testator'S
vsnity ? A monument at Thermovploe or
J3

uo!wr liii], coin nie moratin. a :rcae:t eve'rit,
by; ' 'tj
1 a gaci e)>c o e bbeholder to patriotismi. A monument to aninividual, even, provided it springs frorn the tgratitude of others, is an appropriate offering'

Blut is it not better to leave the erection ofsuch a monument to that grateful people or tthose mourning relatives? 0f course I urnspeaking of very costly erections. Holv is e
such a bequest defensible in morals, wben aLazarus, with bis sores unhealed, mnay lie .9tftbe foot of the costly pile, and houselesswretches may cower under its shielter to esca petbe north wind ? Let tbe great equestrian sta-p
tue bc set up, then ; it will only serve to re-nmind the moralist of posthumous pride thit '
gooes on1 borseback, while living Poverty bob- nl)les a-foot.

On rcadinc, tbe forezoing it strikes me that eit iq not strictly "b umorous." It sounds more tlike asermion. But a sermon on legal mnatters tis a huinorous idea, and it may go for Nwhat it CNg worth, as humoî-ous or ser.ous.-Albiy 81
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OF EVERtY DA.Y LIFE.

NOTES OF NEW DECISIONS AND LEADING
CASES.

INSIraA.qicE - ASSîo'NMac 0FP POLIOY - Evr-
D)ENCE 0F ASSENT BY COMPANY-SICOD INsuI-

ANEPOFop NOTICE.-In an fiction ou a tire
p0licy, iýýsued to the plaintif, the d.tclaratioîî
alleg"ed an assignierit of the poliey anîd of the
Property insured to one M., and by 'IM. t o B. &
P., with the assent of di-fendants, before the
l089, sund that the plainitiff sucdl as ti-ustee for
B.13. Th-, second pici denied the asiztnnent
tn L. & P., andI defeuidants' asserit tliereto. Tbethird plea set out a condition that notice of auy
other insurauice shou1ld be giveni, so that a mnerno-
ramdamn therco)f niglit be eildo)r,,eI on the p il!icy,
otiher!wise the poicy should be void; anud allegéd
ainother insurance effectcd hy B & P., wîtiîout
notice given or t'iilorsel Tû this the plaintiff
replied tbait no>tice of such insurauice was duly
gîveai to defetîdmuutm.

As to tilîs 1secf)nd plea, it lipp)earo!d that the
atssitrninent to M. hnd becu asseuîtel to by A., a
sali-agent, nt oul Springs, of P , the defenidants'
Pgent at 8arnit (d4fendatit's head çoifice being at
Momîresi>. sud a miemorandum was aiso endor s-
ed by P. that the lcss, if auy, shlould lie pîîid to
M. Only. A. bad effected the insurance with the
Plaintiff, and lie swore that lie was atwtîre ùf the
ititended assigrîment hy NI. to B3. & P., and 'Irew
it out, after speaking of it to C., defeii( 1 tts
insgpector, who told him to use the saine foi*in $ÏS
in the assigrument to M. : liat B3 & P. Pui-chased
the property, wbich was (lien kept by thp p'aini-
tiff as s temperarîce bouse, it being part of t:imo
bp.rgatit that thae pol icy 1)e ! ~ i-

>ft.îthe 
!"~t*,j.icw-~, t -

'colii nîonths aiîer the coniveyaitce c tile pio-iý1
y. B & P. openet! a bar, for wtîici «In extra
?remiui wns charged hy the Co)Mpaîîy, and pa1it!brougli A. to P. an!j by p. to thehaofce

IIcld, Morris-on, J., die3sentijg. that titere was
Videuce cf tussent hy the dle fendmynts to the
issigli)rent to B. & P., so as ta sustitin a Ytrdict
'or the plaitiif ou tbis pties

As ta the thir-d plea, amother iii- urance wuis
roved, effécttd by B. & P>., after t,)e aqssig1u-
îent to *thcui., withi alicuhe,. corpatny. Tieî'e
ats -otnitr eece ns to wlîetiuer any

otice of tLis wîîs given, but it wag, nt aUi evéeimt8
nly a verh-i] fotîc givýn tb P , aujl not en.los-
I1 on the policy, which wagi îlot ptroiuîed at <lue
tme. IeZd Richirds, C.J., dissenting, thtt this
oud sot support the pics, for socli a notice
i'aid '),ve been given to thie cmoai-ny, or o,
me officer who biat! power to et upoil i by7


