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Drcest oF Excrisa Law Rxrprorrs.

against creditors, but was liable as 2 contribu- See MisTARE; PARTNERSHIP ; Ramway, 2; Sacr,
tory.— Oakes v. Turquand, Law Rep. 2 H.L. 825.

2. A, having obtained judgment against a
Yimited company for £11,000, moved for a scire
Jacias against a shareholder, The company
had no assets in England, but bad £500 assets
in Ireland, There were other large creditors,
one of whom had obtained by consent a rule
absolute for a seire facias, with immediate exe-
cution against same sharehold, but the execu-
tion had not issuzed, nor had the amount been
paid. A. had obtained rules, which had not
been argued, for writs of scire facias against
other shareholders, to the amount of £30,000.
Held, that the scire facias should issue.— Rigby
v. Dublin Trunk Railway Co., Law Rep. 2°C,
P. 586. -

3. After a rule nisi had been obtained by a
judgment creditor of a company against a share-
holder for a scire facias, the shareholder bona
Jfide paid the amount due on his shares to
another creditor of the eompany, who had
obtained a scire facias against bim, but had
not issued execution, The court discharged
the rule with costs.— Kernaghan v. Dublin
Trunk Connecting Railway Co., Law Rep. 8 Q.
B. 47, ‘

See MoRrTMAIN,

CoxTrRIBUTORY.—Sec Conrpany, 1,
CoNvErsION, —See ApMiNisTRATION, 3,
Copyrrgnr, )

The plaintiff registered, undor the Copyright
of Designs Aet, a piece of cloth having woven
on it a chain-work ground, with shaded and
bordered six-pointed stars arranged in a quin-
cunx, There was no written description,
Held, that this was sufficient registration of the
entire pattern, as the « design;” but that the
whole combination only, and not single parts.
though new, were protected.— Holdsworth v.
MeCrea, Law Rep. 2 H. L. 880,

CorroraTioN.—See Coupany.

Corpus.—Sce ADMINISTRATION, 1, 2; Annvrry;
Lieacy, 1.

Costs,—8ee BANKRUPTOY, 2; CHAMPERTT ; Trusr, 4,
CovENANT.—See LANDEORD AND TENANT, 2, 8.
CrrmiNar Liaw,—8See AprraL: ConressioN; Evr-
pENcE; I¥protMest; New Trias; Persury.
Cross Remarspar,—See Drvise, 2. 4
CustoM,~—See SUPPORT,
Cy rrits.—8ee Cuariry, 3; Drvisz, 2.
Damaces,
1. In a suit to establish the right to coal
mines, it appeared that the defendant had

worked them bona fide, and not fraudulently.
Held, that, in assessing compensation for coal

CoxoraLment,—»See Compaxy, 1.

CONFESSION.
The prisoncr’s master called him wup, and

said, “ You are in the presence of two police
officers; and [ should advise you, that, to any
question putto you, you will answer truthfully,
so that, if you have committed a fault, you may
not add to it by stating what is untrue.” Ife
afterwards added, “ Take care: we know more
than you think.” Held, that a statement then
made by the prisoner was admissible against
him on his trial for larceny.—Zhe Queen v.
Jarvis, Law Rep. 1 C. C. 96.

Conrrior o¥ Laws.—See Equiry PLeaping AND
Pracrice.
Conrract.

The plaintiffs contracted to erect certain
machinery on the defendant’s premises at
specific prices for particular parts, the price to
be paid on the completion of the whole. After
some parts had been finished, but before the
whole was completed, the premises were de.
stroyed by an accidental fire. Held (reversing
the judgment of the Commen Pleas), that the
plaintiffs could not recover for those parts of
the work which had been completed, whether
the materials usgd had become the property of
the defendant or not.  (Exch. Ch.)—dppledy v,
Myers, Law Rep. 2 C. P. 651,

already gotten by the defendant, he should not
be charged the full value of the coals without
deducting the cost of obtaining them, but only
the fair value of the coal, as if he had pur-
chased the mine from the plaintiff,— Hilton v.
Woods, Law Rep, 4 Bq. 432,

2. The works of a railway company dimi-
nished the light to the plaintiff’s premises,
whereby they were rendered less convenient
for the requirements of his trade; bubt the
saleable value of the plaintiff’s interest in the
premises was not diminished, property in the
neighbourhood generally having been enhanced
by reason of the works. Under a statute giving
compensation to persons whose interest in land
was injuriously affected by the works, Aeld,
that the plaintiff was entitled to compensation,
—FEagle v. Charing Cross Roilway Co., Law
Rep. 2 C. P. 638,

See L.axpLorp aND Trwnaxnt, 2; Ramway, 1;

SuerIFF, 1,

DeATH.—See PRESUMPTION,

Dzep.

On the marriage of A.. tenant for life of X.
estate, with remainder in his first and other
sons in tail male, personal estate was settled



