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u1scsIamge the defendant from cUgtody.'

TIIE LEGAL NEWS.

dismissed.viney v. Norwich Union Pire In- tory at which he bas connived bas authoritysurance C'ompany, 57 Law J. Rep. Q.B. 82. to pledge bis credit for necessaries supplied
to bier.- Wilson v. Glossop, 57 Law J. Rep. Q.Insurance, Maline-Broker.Maierial Fact. B3. 161.

An assurance eflècted tlirough a broker is Sipn - d ial av
liot rendered void by the non-disclosure of aShzinAdrayLwnaterial fact whicb was unknown to the as- Whore a muster of a sbip in distress inakesiured and to the broker, thougli it had Corne an agreement which is neither unreasonableo the knowledge of a different broker wbile nor inequitable for the payment of a definitereviously employed by the assured to effect suni for salvage services, the owners of the,nother polUcy in respect of the sanie risk.- salved ship are liable in the first instance for?lackburn, Low & Co. v. Vigors, 57 Law J. Rp. the wbole amount agreed to be paid, and not-.B. 114. 

for the proportion payable in respect of the
ship only.-qy_, Prin2-lleinrich, 57 Law J.essor and Lessee-Delerminatîon of Lease- Rep. P. D. & A. 17.

Com pensation to Lessee. 
I "l - r la eA lessee w b o ex ercises an op tion to d eter- A i l d y e x u e o t e f rs p a e f a

ine bis lease by notice in consequence of a A hi dl of xocu hte n theistg of a ins
Ireatened interference by promoters witîhee fpprwt h anso w insis ligbt and air is not entitled to compensa- ses signed at the foot of the second page, pro.on in respect of tbo interest he bas aban- ceded by the word " witness," and a signed>ned, inasrnucb as the dûterinination of the codicil on the tbird page with an attestation,nancy was voluntary and flot the natural leaving no roona for tbe witnesses, adînitted'usequence of the exerciise of the promotors' to probate.- Wlooduju.ge v. Balfour, 57 Law J.wers.-Régina v. P'oulter, 57 Law J. Rp Q. Rep. P. D. & A. 22.138. 

A trustee appointed by codicil in conse-
qnence of the deatb of eue of the three trus-.Agency-Broker. tees and Oxecutors under tbe will beld entitledThbe employer of a broker to, seli si'ares on to probate as an executor.-.In the Goods ofstock exchange authorises a contract of Lush, 57 Law J. Rep. P. D. & A. 23.le in accordance with the rules and regula---ais, and indemuifies tbe broker against RECENT ONTARIO DEcisioNs.bility incurred by bin under those mules, Upon the preseutat ion of a petition byless tbe mIles are eitber illegal or unrea- certain shareholders of the Union Ranchingîable and not known to tbe principal.- Comnpany, pmayiug a winding-up order underr/cet v. Edwards, 57 Law J. Rep. Q.B. 147. R. S. C., c. 129;

Beld, that R. S. C., c. 129, like tbe Insol-Easement. vent Act of 1875, which provided for thek mine-owner under a canal, with powem winding.up of incorporateuj companies, is in-work not injuring the canal, undor an Act tned o c or tio erion at-I tbe Un n-Ring tbe canal compauy power to purchase stnc ocedtsony-nrUion anch-mines, is hiable for damage to trie canal ing Co., Cbancery Division, ]3oyd, C., Mamchhout negi igence. -Lncashire and York- 1, 1888.-e Railway Company v. Knoweq, 57 Law J.?. QB. 150. 
Criminal law-Summary conviction..Senence

of impri8onment pronounoed in absence ofContract-Wife turned away by husband. prisoner-Discharge.
-wife wbo bas been' turpied away by ber Motion on the return. ofahbscopstband without means of ernyv%,-t fo fA a ha1 opstU -


