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DIGEST 0F ENQLISH LAw REPORTS.

HUSBAKD AND WiFE.-See COURTESY; GUARAN-
Tv; MARRIAGE.

IMPLIED WARRANTY.-See, BILL 0F LADiNG.

INFANT.
Agreementbetween the appellants and there-

spondent. an infatit, was to work for appellants
for five years, at certain weekly wages. There
waa a proviso, that if the appeilants ceased to
car on their business, or found it necessary to

ruce it, froin their being unabie to get mate-
riais, or froni accident, or strikes, or combina-
tion of workmnen, or froin any cause out of their
control, they could terininate the contract on
fourteen days' notice. In an action on this
agreeinent by appellants for loss of service, un-

drthe Employers and Workmen Act, 1875
(38 & 39 Vict. c. 90), held, that the agreement
WUs fot in itseif inequitable, but its character
depended upon whether its provisions were
common in sucbi labour coîitracts at that turne,
upon the condition of trade, and upon whiether
the wages were a fair compensation for the in-
fant's services, -ail which circuinstances were
nccessary to the construing of the contract. -
Le8lie v. Fitzpatrick, 3 Q. B. D). 229.

INJUNCTION.-See COVENANT, 1.
INSURANCE.

1. Plaintiff insured his house, worth £1,500,
for £1,600. The BoardI of Works suhbsequently
trice the property under statutory power; the

urnshe an aceptd, hena fredestroyed
the bouse. Held, tbat the dealings between
the Board andi the i)iaifltiff did flot affect the
contraet, and the defendants must pay £1,500,
the value of the bous;e.-Col1ingridý(e v. The
Royal Exchange Assturarnce Coeporatio;î, 3Q.B
D. 173.

2. Two ships beionging to the saine owner
collided, and one of thein sank and became a
total loss. The owner paid into court the
amount of tonnage liabiiity in respect of the
ship in fauit, uinder the provisions of thie Mer-
chant Shipping Acts. The underwriters on
the slip lost ciaim to le entitled to a portion
of tbis, as they xvouid bave been bail the slips
beionged to different parties. He/d, that their
right in such case existcd only through the
owner of the slip insured, and not indepen-
dentiy, and as lie could not sue himself, they
couid not recover. -Simpson v. Thompion, 3
App. Cas. M59

IN'rENTION.-See D)OMICILE.

ISSUE. -Sec DEVISE.

Jr-:ISDicTioN.-See MORTGAGE.

JUR.-See BILL 0F LÂDiNG ; NEGLIQENCUR.
LANDLORD AND TENANT. -See FIUTURES.
LAPSE. -Sec BEQUEST.

LzASE.
Plaintiff hecame the owner of a lease of two

farms, at a rent of £310 per annum. The lease
contained, inter ali, a covenant on the part of

Àhe iessee not to mow meadow-iand more than
once a year, and not to underiet any part of
the preinises without the consent ini writinq of
the iessor ; but sucli coibent was not to le with-
heid if the proposed sub-leasce was a resp.ect-
able and responsibie person. It was provided,
that, if the iessee should wiifuiiy f ail to per-
forin the covenants, or if hie should become

bankrupt, or. 5flte a composition with his
creditors, or if execution should issue against
hum, the lessor might re-enter. Eight year8
before the expiration of the lease, plaintiff en-
tered into negoti.-tions with the defendant, a
respectable and responsibie person, for an un-
derlease of one of the farms, on the ternus under
which he himseif held it; and lie stated that
lie paid £220 rent for it. An arrangement waa
made, accordingiy, by which defendant wais to
have possession J une 24. Before that time,
defendant's solicitors had objected to the above
provisions in the-original lease, and lad noted
the samne on the margin of a draft lease sent
thera by piaintiff's solicitors, in pursuance of
the arrangement between piaintiff and defend-
ant. The sugested a modification of the
original lease.s¶ bey did not obj ect that plain-
tiff heid no separate lease for the farm at the
rent whicb lie stated lie paid. While the nego-
tiations were pending, defendant, on June 24,
took possession. Subsequentiy, the modifica-
tions not being procured, defendant refuscd
thc icase ; and, in an action for spt-cific per-
formnance, or for damnages, it was held that tak-
ing possession was oiy evidence of a waiver of
objection to the titie, and couid be rebutted;
that, by not noting objection to the piaintiff'a
holding no separate lease at £220 rent, defend-
ant lad waived tlat ; that if tbe sub-lessee
was a respectable and responsibie person, the
written consent of thc iessor to thc sub-lessce
was unnecessary ; that the covenant against
niowing meadow-land more than once a year
was not an unusuiai covenant; but that the
provision for re-entry on hankruptcy. &o., of
the iessec was unusuai, and the defendant was
flot bound to specîfic performance, nor liabie in
damages. -Hyde v. Warden, .3 Ex. 1). 72.

Sec COVENANT, 2,3; SeiciFic PERFpORMANE,
1,2.

LEc.-See BEQUEST.
LIEN.-Sec ATTORNEY AND CLIENT, 2; VENDOR'O

LIEN.

LIFE-ESTATE.-- Sec DEVISE, 4.
LIMITATION 0F LÀABILITT.-See COMMON CAR-

RIR.

LOAN. -Sec PARTNERSIIIP.
MARINE INSUEÂIecE.-See INSURANCE, 2.
MARKECT.-See SALE.

MARRIAGE.
B. and S., Portuguese subjecta and frrst

cousins, went through tbc formn of marriage in
1864 in London, in accordance with the require-
ments of English iaw. Subsequentiy tbey both
returned to Portugal, and have neyer lived to-
gether. By the iaw of Portugal, marriagea
between first cousins are nuil and void ; but
thc Pope may grant a speciai disçfensation
which legalizes such a marriage. Held, rever-
sing the decision of Sir R. PRILIMORE, that a
petition for nullity of thc mMariage ougît to, be
granted.-Sotomauor v. De Barros, 3 P. D. 1;
sî. c. 2 P. D. 81; 12 Amn. Law Rev. 99.

MARRIED WomEN;-See ANTICIPATION; COURT-
EST.

MEASURE 0F DÀAEs.-See ANCIENT LiaHTs.
iMISREPRESENTATION-See VENDOR AND PuIs-

CHASER.
MISTAKE. -Sec SPECIFIO PERFORMANCE.


