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bc contemporaneous. ln this case, in November,: 1883, the plaintiff agreed t
lend to one Stephen Tucker £a2,5oo on the aecurity of a valuable collectionof
prints and engravings. On the îgth November, ï883, £îI,250 was advanced o
account of the boan, and it was arranged between the parties that the collect10tn -Uý

should be stored in a certain room ; and on 2ist Decemnber, 1$83, Tucker wroe
to the plaititiff, saying: IlThe collection has been mnoved in to-day; Larkin fias
the key, wvhich 1 place entirely at your disposai," On a4th Decernber, 88,thr
balance of the loan xvas advancecl, and on' i i th January following Tucker wrote
to the plaintift' You having advanced me C-1,5oo, 1 hereby authorize yoII to <
retain possession of rny collection of engraved prints now deposited by me in a
certain room . . . . the key of wvhich room is at present in your possession
and power, and 1 hereb>' acknowledge that you arc to retain possession of such
printbý, etc., until thc whole of the said surn or,£,2,500, witb intcrest at 5, has been
rcpaid to von.> Tucker having died insolvent, his adi-ninistratrix claimed the
goods on the gronnid that the letter of the i i th January constituted a bill of sale,
xvhich xvas void under the BUis of Sale Act, ss. 8, 9. Bnit it %vas lield by
Kekevich, J., that the transaction was a pledge independcent of the letters, and
that the Bibls of Sale Act did not apply, and that the pledge was perfccted b>'
the delivering of the key to Larkin, which amounted to a constructive deliver>' of
the goods to the plaintiff.

RTRt'eTIVE NOTICE.

The case of Hallotus v. L/oj.d, 39 Chy. D. 685, shows that it is necessary for
incumbrancers who have givcŽn notice of their dlaims to a trustee, to repeat the
notice when new trustees are appointed, because the latter, aêicording to the
decision of Kekewich, J., iii this case, are not bounld by notices of incumbrancers
given to the rctiring trustc of which no notice appears amorigst tlie trust docu-
mecnts, and which the retirîng trustee fails ta) disclose to the neiv trus9tees.

PIIAC;TxeE - PÀIrTtAita- D ýoVERY-INFIIQGEMIe<T OF TRA DE MARX

In Jlumiyirics v. Tdy/or Drug, Coa., 39 Chy. D. 693, the p laintiff sued the
dcfcndants to restrain the infringement of the p]aîntiff's trade mark. ableging ini
his statement of claim that the use of the trade mark by the defenidants, wvas cal-
cubated to induce, and had induced, divers persons to purchase the goods of the
defendants as and for the goods of the plaintif., After the delivery ai a defenice
dcnyîng plaintiff's allegation, the defe-ndants applied for discovery of the naines
of the persons alleged to have heen induccd to purchase the goods of the defendants
as and for the goods of the plaintiff. Kekewich, J., held that he was entitled to
these particulars, notwithstanding that such pcrsons might be called as witnesses
for the plaintiff at the trial,

B3ILL OF ?&ALE-APTEP. At'QU1IREi PR0?ERTtT~ ASBiaGNNENV 0V-CaosE IN ACTION- PuTttau B00K
DEETS.

Proceeding now to, the appeal cases,in Tailbj, v. Theg O~ficiai Rect"vr-, 13 App.
Cas. 543, we find that the House of Lords have reversed the decision of the


