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HusBAND AND WirE.—See COURTESY ; GUARAN-
TY ; MARRIAGE.

IMPLIED WARRANTY.—See BILL oF Lapine.

INPANT.

Agreementbetween the appellants and the re-
spondent. an infaut, was to work for appellants
for five years, at certain weekly wages. There
was a proviso, that if the appellants ceased to
carry on their business, or found it necessary to
reduce it, from their being unable to get mate-
rials, or from accident, or strikes, or combina-
tion of workinen, or from any cause out of their
control, they could terminate the contract on
fourteen days’ mnotice. In an action on this
agreement by appellants for loss of service, un-
der the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875
{38 & 39 Vict. c. 90), held, that the agreement
was not in itself inequitable, but its character
depended upon whether its provisions were
common in such labour contracts at that time,
upon the condition of trade, and upon whether
the wages were a fair compensation for the in-
fant’s services,—all which circumstances were
necessary to the construing of the contract.—

Leslie v. Fitzpatrick, 3 Q. B. D. 229
INJuNoTION. —See CovENANT, 1.

INSURANCE.

1. Plaintiff insured his house, worth £1,500,
for £1,600. The Board of Works subsequently
took the property under statutory power; the
Frice had been agreed, and the abstract of title

urnished and accepted, when a fire destroyed

the house. Held, that the dealings between

the Board and the plaintiff did not affect the

contract, and the de%endants must pay £1,500,

the value of the house.—Collingridye v. The

goy(;g Exchange Assurance Corporation, 3 Q. B.
. 173

2. Two ships belonging to the same owner
collided, and one of them sank and became a
total loss, The owner paid into court the
amount of tonnage liability in respect of the
ship in fault, under the provisions of the Mer-
chant Shipping Acts. The underwriters on
the ship lost claim to be entitled to a portion
of this, as they would have been had the ships
belonged to different parties, Held, that their
right in such case existed only through the
owner of the ship insured, and not indepen-
dently, and as he could not sue himself, they
could not recover.—Simp v. Th
App. Cas. 259

INTENTION.—See DoMICILE.
Issugr.—See DEvise.
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JunispicrioN.—See MORTGAGE.

JurY.—See BILL OF LaDING ; NEGLIGENCE.
LANDLORD AND TENANT.—See FIXTURES.
Lapsg.—See BEQUEST.

LEASE.

Plaintiff became the owner of a lease of two
farms, at a rent of £310 per annum. The leage
contained, inter alia, a covenant on the part of

wihe lessee not to mow meadow-land more than
once a year, and not to underlet any part of
the premises without the consent in writing of
the lessor ; but such comgent was not to be with-
beld if the proposed sub-lessee was a respect-
able and responsible person. It was rovided,
that, if the lessee should wilfully fail to per-
form the covenants, or if he should become

P

bankrupt, or wmaxe a composition with his
creditors, or if execution should issue against
him, the lessor might re-enter. Eight years
before the expiration of the lease, plaintiff en-
tered into negotiztions with the defendant, a
respectable and responsible person, for an un-
derlease of one of the farms, on the terms under
which he himself held it; and he stated that
he paid £220 rent for it. arrangement was
made, accordingly, by which defendant was to
bave possession June 24. Before that time,
defendant’s solicitors had objected to the above
provisions in the-original lease, and had noted
the same on the margin of a draft lease sent
them by plaintiff’s solicitors, in pursuance of
the arrangement between plaintiff and defend-
ant. They su gested a modification of the
original lease. They did not object that plain-
tiff held no separate lease for the farm at the
rent which he stated he paid. While the nego-
tiations were pending, defendant, on June 24,
took possession. Subsequently, the modifica-
tions not being procured, defendant refused
the lease ; and, in an action for specific per-
formance, or for damages, it was keld that tak-
ing possession was only evidence of a waiver of
objection to the title, and could be rebutted;
that, by not noting objection to the plaintiff's
holding no separate lease at £220 rent, defend-
ant had waived that; that if the sub-lessee
was a respectable and responsible person, the
written consent of the lessor to the sub-lessee
Was unnecessary ; that the covenant against
mowing meadow-land more than once a year
was not an unusual covenant; but that the
provision for re-entry on bankruptey. &e., of
the lessee was unusual, and the defendant was
not bound to specific performance, nor liable in
damages. — Hyde v. Warden, 3 Ex. D. 72.

See COVENANT, 2, 3; SPECIFIO PErroRMANCE,
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Lecacy.—See BEQUEST.
Liex.—See ATTORNEY AND CLIENT, 2 ; VENDOR'S

IEN,
Lire-Esrate.— See Devisg, 4.

LiMitatioN oF LiasiLiry.—See CoMMoN CAR-

RIER.

LoAN.—See PARTNERSHIP.

MARINE INSURANOE. —See INSURANCE, 2.
MARKET.—See SaLE.

MARRIAGE.

B. and 3., Portuguese subjects and first
cousins, went through the form of marriage in
1864 in London, in accordance with the require-
ments of English law. Subsequently they both
returned to Portugal, and have never lived to-

ether. By the law of Portugal, marriages
%etween first cousins are null and void; but
the Pope may grant a special disgensation
which legalizes such a marriage. Held, rever-
sing the decision of Sir R. PBILIMORE, that a
petition for nullity of the marriage ought to be
granted. —Sottomayor v. De Barros, 3 P. D. 1;
8. €. 2P. D. 81; 12 Am. Law Rev. 99.

MARRIED WoMEN;—See ANTICIPATION ; Cougr-
ESY.

MEASBURE OF DaMAGES.—See ANCIENT LIGHTS.

MISREPRESENTATION.—See VENDOR AND PuUR-
CHASER.

MISTAKE. —See SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE.



