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tion were due to the firm of Marshall & Co. and not to Marshall
individually, relying on Moore v. Peachey, 66 1.1 198: Nothing
had been paid under one of the orders and that was aceordingly
Jischarged. Under the other, the amount uttached had been paid.
and on the parties agreeing to the attaching ereditor refunding
one-half the amount so paid, that ordsr was also discharged.

REDEMPTION ACTION—SALE OF PARTS OF MORTGAGED PROPERTY BY
MORTGAGEE-—LIABILITY OF MORTGAGEE TO ACCOUNT WOR PRO-
CEEDS OF BALE WITH RESTS—RESTS,

Ainsworth v. Wilding (1905) 1 Ch. 435 was a redemption
action, in which it appeared that the mortgagee had from time
to time sold parts of the mortgaged property aud the mortgagor
claimed that in taking the account there should be a “*rest’’ at the
time of every sale, and the total receipts from all sources should
then be set off against the amount then due for prineipal, inter-
est and costs, On the other hand the mortgagee contended he was
not compelled to aceept pavment in driblets. Joayvee, J., negatived
the plaintiff's contention and beld that the mortgagee was not
liable to reeount with rests at the time of cach sale,

PATENT—COMBINATION—INFRINGEMENT—REPAIR  OF PATENTED
ARTICLE,

Sidar Rubber Co. v. Wallington (1905) 1 Ch. 451 was an
action to restrain the infringement of a patent. The plaintiffs’
patent was a rim for holding a solid rubber tyre without pinch-
ing and without wire or bands for securing. The defendant had
made and fitted a new tyre to oue of the plaintiffs’ rims to re.
place a worn out one. Eady, J., held that this was not an in-
fringement and was nothing mbre than what might fairly bhe
deemed a repair, that there was no patent for the tyre and
the commbination of tyre and rim was not a patentable combina-
tion,

LaNDLORD AND TENI;\N’I"—-COVEN:\NT NOT TO ASSIGN OR SUBLET
WITHOUT LE A\VE—LICENSE T0 SUBLET NOT T0 BE UNRBEANUN-

ABLY WITHHELD,

In rc Spark, Berger v. Jenkinson (1903) 1 Ch. 456. The
owner of a building having only one »ntrauce let a part of it
to a tenant who gave a covenant not to assign or underlet with-
out the consent of the landlord, which was not to he unreasonably
withheld. The tenant being desirons of underletting part of the
premises applied to the landlord for his consent, which he refused
to give unless he were first informed of the purpose for which the




