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ADMINISTRATION-PEsumpTioN OF DEATii-DisAppRANCE FOI' 7 YRARtS

fit 1liC' goods Of 1-VizstOll (1898) P. 143. This was an appli-
cation for letters of administration to the estate ot a man
who had been ]ast lieardi of in July, i89 i. The appli'cation
was made before the lapse of seven vears for the purpose of
proving a dlaim in a Chancery suit. The application was
granted, but it was dirccted that the grant should, except in
so far ab; it might bc required in the Chancury I)ivisiop,
remain in the registry tili the expiration of the seven years.

INJUNOTON-CoPANý'- SI1.lHl.ARITY' OF NAM R .-- DECE1'T1, N..

.zllannciesti-r Brcw<'r i, Co. v. ý½.irtl (Yu'shirc' and fi/-ir
Brewerv -Gýo. (i 898) 1 Ch. 539. This was an action to restrain
the defendants fromn using the naine , North Chushire and
.Manchester Brewervy Co." In 1 897 two coriupanies uxi.stcd(
call(l( the ' Bnhse lrewerv Co." ancl the North
Cheshire Brewerv Co." The for-ner lizd its in'ewerv in Man-
chester andi haci a large business therc. The latter had i ts
hrewerv in Macýtcleshieldl. and had business there ani ilsn in
.Manchester. In that vear the latter coinpanv's business was
sold to persons who started a new company called the - North
Cheshire and Mdanchester lirewerv %2o.' Tiiere was no0 e\i-
dence of ain, fraudulent intent on the part of thedfndn,
and l3rync, who trîed the action, thoughit no suifliçienlt
grouind wvas shown for the iinterferecec of the' Court. TI ie
Court of Appeal iLindley, M.R., and Rigbv ani Collins, Lj J.
were of a clifferent opinion and considered there was a
sufficient similarity of name between the plaintiff eoimpanv's
and that adopted i1w thu defendant, as to be likely to dlecei'.le
the public into a belief thiat thiere hiad 1w.en anl amnalgamation
of the twvo companies, and an injunction w-as gi .ntud,

EXEMPTIONS FROMN DISTRESS.

Tû the' Etio-r of 1iu Canada Lauw Joeer"a/

Sir,-I observe in your valuiable periodical two recent
decisions, Hlarris v. Can. P~rm. L. & S. CO-, 34 CI.J. 39, and
Shaîon v. O'r',ib, 42 1, bearing upon the exemption sec-


