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to make a model, and under the pledge of
secrecy, placed the United States patent in
his hands, and imparted to him his ideas as to
the improvements. It was afterwards dis-
covered that the defendant so employed had,
during his employný)ent, taken out a patent for
a similar article, under which he and the other
defendants were manufacturing. In an action
brought to set aside this patent, and for an in-
junction restraining the manufacture by the
defendants of the article, in which action it
was contended on their behalf that the article
was not protected in Canada by the United
States patent, and, in fact, that the idea was
public property. It was

Held, following Morison v. Moat, 9 Ha. 241,
that the plaintiffs had the right'to succeed as
to the injunction, or that their titie was good
as against the defendants, even though they
might not have a good title against the public,
and the injunction was granted.

Moss, Q.C., and F. E. Hodgins, for plaintifis.
Bain, Q.C., and Malone, for defendants.

PRACTICE.'

Mr. Dalton, Q.C.] [March 2.5.

TH-E QUEBEc BANK v. RADFORD ET AL.

yudgment-RuIe 8o, 0. Y. A.-Married Women's
PropertY Act, 1884.

Judgment was granted under Rule 8o, O. J. A., in
an action on a proissory note against one of the
defendants, a married woman, as indorser, where
the note matured after the passing of the Married
Women's Property Act, 1884 (47 Vict. c. 19 O.),
and where there wvas no allegation that the married
women was possessed of sepanate estate. The
following limitation was imposed in the order for
judgment: That the amount of the judgment
should be levied and payable out of the defendant's
separate -property (if any) of which she was
possessçd or entitled to at the tume of the making
of the note, or Out of any separate property which
she may thereafter acquire or have acquired, and
which she is flot restnained froni anticipating.

D. T. Symons, for the plaintiff.
The defendant was flot repnesented.

Mr. Dalton, Q.C.] [March 25.

CAMERON v. RUTHERFORD ET AL.

.7udgmnent-Rule 8o 0. 7. A.-Married Wormen'
Property Act, 1884.

Judgment was granted under Rule 8o, O. J.-k
in an action on a promissory note against one Of
the defendants, a married woman, where the flak'

riage and the maturity of the note were before dhe
Married Women's Property Act, 1884 (4 Vict'
ch. i9 O.), following the case of Burrili v. Tanner,
13 Q. B. D. 691.* The sanie limitations as to ee,
cution were imposed as in The Quebec Bankh¶/
Radford, supra, and in Burrili v. Tanner.

Lefroy, for the plaintiff.
Aylesworth, for the defendant.

*See also Gloucestershire Banking Co. v. Phillips, la 9-
D. 533, and Weldon v. Neal, 51 L. T.

Ferguson, J.] [March 30.

BINGHAM V. WARNER.

JurY notice - Sec. 45 0O Y. A.-

In an action brought in the Chancery Divi-
sion by a landiord against his tenant, the state»
ment of dlaim prayed specific performance Of
a covenant to repair, or damages for breach of
the covenant. A jury notice was served bY
defendant.

Held, that the action was in effect a cominl01
law action, notwithstanding the frame of the
statement of dlaim, for specific performance Of
'such a covenant would not be decreed, and the
defendant was entitled under sec. 45 O. J. ~
to the benefit of his jury notice.

Cattanach, for the plaintiff.
Hoyles, for the defendant.

Rose, J.] [April 7.
BAKER V. JACKSON.

Examination of witness de bene esse-Ex parle
order-Affidavit of information and belief.

[An action in the Common Pleas Division-.]

SAn ex Parte order of a local judge for the ex-
amination of a witness de bene esse on the ground
that he was dangerously iii and flot likely tO
recover was affirmed on appeal.
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