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efflotered in acoordance wli the Copyright Acot.

INTERiCST--FUItTIIER DIiREcTio>ts-DISCRRTION 0OP COURT.

Bitiland v. Earte (1905)' A.O. 590 is a case which in a previ-
ous stage lias been before the Judicial Comnîittve of thc Privy
Counieil. The action %vas brought tu compel the defendant '3ur-
land to recoup the defendant company certain moneys whie. *te
had appropriated as compensation for his services as presiàtnt
and inanager of the eoînpany ini excess of $12 '000, to whieh lie
iras adinittedly entitled. The plaintifY did not, iii his statenient of
ciaini, dlaim interest on such exeess. The liabillty ta refund the
excess iras declared býY a judgznent of the Court of Appeal of
Noveiber 13, 19M0 and its ord,-ï ivas affirid by the King hi
Council, but neither the judgment of tht' Court of Appeal nor
tHe ordier of Couticil eontained any direetion for the.payrnent of
interest ou the sums ordert'd ta he refunded. Althougli canved-
inir thit it iras ecampètent on further directions for the Court to
order interest ta 1w' paid, yvt thoir Lorilships hceld Hit tlhe phi inii
tiff iras not entitled w4 of riglit ta sicb an order, and that it iras
a inatter tuf diseretitut, atii in tht' axrcisc oif such diseretion hait-
ing regard to flic fziet that the defeifdanit lîad not been found
gullt3- of any fraud, that th'em ivaN a reqolution of the' directors
on whieh lie assurned ta iiet, and thnt the' plaintiff had hiielf
been a direetor of thec eonipany whvn suehi inoneys ivere. being
paid and inade no ob.jeetion, thieir 1Lordshilis thonght tHut inter-
est should orily run froin Noveinber 13, 1900, the date of the
judgmnxet of the' Court of Appeal deplarin.,, tht' defondant lhable
to refund, and the order of tht' Court (if iAppea1 whieh had
allowed interest l'or a langer period wwîs varied neeordingly.

R.S.O. (1897) c. 48, s. 1-APPEAr, TO KING IN Car'NCII,-APPA,-
ABL.E CASE.

GiIfrtt v. Lurnçdeni (1905) A.C. 601 ivas an appeal froin the
judgment of the Court o? Appeat foIr Ontario, 8 O .. R. 168, the
action was to restrain the infringemeut of certain trade marks.
The Court of Appeal afflrrned the judgment of a Divitiioinal Court
disinissing thc action. The plaintifsr gave security ini due formi
for an appeal ta lus Majcsty ini Conneil, but in the order of
Osier. J.A., ollowing the security, the following provisoi was
added : " that tis* irder shall not prejudiee the right of thle re-
spondent to olhjeet to the competenee of the appeal." The re-
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