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Bonrcrron. —-See Coxrrpenyiar ReEnaTioN.
8peoiri0 PRRFORMANOR. — Ses PARTNERSHIP;

RaiLway ; VENDOR AND PURORABER.
SraTure.

1, The 6 & 7, Wm. IV, cap, 87, enncta that
bread shall be sold by weight, und in case any
bnker * shall sell or cause to be sold bread in
any other manner than by weight,” such baker
ghall pay n fine. H. wus a baker, and in mak-
ing a 34 1b. loaf, used to put 4 ihs. of dough
into the oven, but did uot weigh it after baking.
Six of such 'anv.s sold by him, were found to
weigh ou nn nverage not more than 3} Ibs. each.
Upon thess fagts he was convicted, AHeld, that
the conviction was right, the bread never huv.
Ing been weighed. —Hill v, Brow “vg, L.R. 453,

2. By 8 Geo. IV. eap 126, sec. 41, if any
pevson rhall lenve upon anv turnpike rond nny
horse, outtlo, beast or oar:. ge whatsoever, by
reason whersof the payment of any tolls or
duties shall be avoided or lessened, he shall
pay a fine. 8. was driven by his corcbman in
a waggonette more than a quarter of a mile
along o turnpike road to within about 140
yords of the tubnpike gate, snd he then got
out and walked through the gote to a rsilway
station, which was about 100 yards beyoud;
the waggonette was driven back by the coach-
maa.  Meld. that lenving” a carringe, in
the sense of the statute, did not mesn ¢ quit-
ting ™" it and that the oenduet of 8. was not
within the statate,—Stanley v. Hortdock, L R.
50, D497

Sec Durbex oF Prour; Forrrlay Exvnisr-

Mext; Fravvuoest ConvevaNce
TENAKOY 1§ UOMMON. — See PARTITION.
TESTAMENTARY CAPACITY.

A testator was subject to two delusions, one
thai o man, who had been dead for some years,
pursued and molested him, and the other that
he wns pursued by evil spirits, whom he be-
leved to be visibly present. It was admitted
that at times he was 50 ipsane as to be incapa-
ble of making & will. Held, that the existenpe
of o delusion compatible with the relention of
the general powers and faoulties of the mind,
will not be sufficient to overthrow the will,
unless it wero such as was oaloclated to influ-
eace the testator in making {t.~-Banks v.
Goodfeliow, L, K. 6 Q. B. 549.

Trrne. —Nes VEXDOR AND PUrcHASER, 2, 8.
TROVER. 8¢ ATTOBNEY.

Trusr.—S8ee CBARITY, 15 WiLL,

Usage —See Coxracr, 3.

Veapor aAND PURCHASER.

I. Husband and wife sgreed to couvey reaj

vstate of tho wife; the wife afterwards refused

to convey, Jleld, that ns the purchaser kuew
it was the wife’s estate, the husband could not
be compelled to convey Lis partinl intereat,
and submit to an abatemant of the prive,—
Castie v Wilkinson, L. R 56 Ch. 534.

2, The defendants moldl by auction to the
plalutiff o lot of land eontuining limestons and
freeston:: the conditions of wuje proviied thay
“if any oljoction oy requisition be delivered
and persisted in, the vendor shall be at liLkerty
to reseind the guntract,” vn returning the du-
poait; and thatif there should bo nny mi-tuke
in the description of the property or the ven-
dor's interest, it shoull not vacate the anle,
but & compensation should be wmade.  The lot
was found to be subject to the rightof the lord
of the manor to the mines nnd minernls there-
under, and the plalutiff olaimed compensition
therefor; the defendunts refused, and, the
plaintiff persisting in his claim, they rescinded
the contract and returned the deposit  /feld,
thnt under the couditions of sale, the defen-
dants were at liberty to rescind the contract. —
Mawaon v. Fletcher, L. R. 10 Eq. 312

3. An ngresment between the plaiutiffy and
defendant for the sale of o pieco of land, pro-
vided that the purchaser should send in writing
to the vendors within a limited time all his
ohjections and requisitions in respect of the
title; and that in this respect time should be
of the essencs of the contracvt, and in defau't
of such objections and requisitions, and sub-
jeot only o euch, the purchaser :hould be
deemed to have accepted the title. Reguisi-
tions were sent to the vendurs within the time,
sad disputes arising, a suit for speocific perfur-
mance was brought by the vendors. Ield,
that the purchaser was precluded by the
sgreement, from taking, under the inquiry,
objeotions other thau those taken witbin the
specified time,— Upperion v. Nickolson, L. R,
10 Eq. 228,

See ConripesTiar Rarariow,

Vorusrary CoxvExanoe.—Ses FRAUDULENT CoOR-
veYaNCE, 1.

WARRANTY, —Se¢ NRGLIGENOE, T,

War.

A foot-path along thoe top of the river wall,
which is maintained by the commissioners of
sewers for the purpose of keoping out the
water of tho Thames from the marsh lands,
bad been used by the publio without interrup-
tion from time immemorial. [7eld, that thore
was nothing in the river wall necessarily incon-
sistent with the user of a foot-path st the top.
~=Greenwich Board of Works v. Hundelay, L 1.
5 Q. B. 897.




