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)cl, a right to catch a seal in Behring's Sea if England has flot. The miodus vivendi
dianc hsbecontinued, as we have always contended it should be. The arbitration
cotch_ .ý. M; will settie Lhe vexed question whether the United States have ir have not the'
essel, .' exclusive right they dlaim, and also that relating to a close season if necessary:
e d fior a point on which it is said the experts employed by the contending parties do flot
;and agree. The conts of the arbitration and of the con$.inu'ance of the :uzodus vivendi

t ,he rutbe paid by the party by whose fault or error they are occasioried, and will
rs nis lxe as nothing in coniparison with the mischief which would attend the prolonga-
press tion of this dispute between two nations whose relations should be more friendly
-that and between whon -"a small unkindness is a great offence."
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Y be COMMENTS UN CURRRNT ENGLISH DECISIONS.
inest . (Law Rtports !or jine-CowltNed.)

itishA)m rRALlTV-ClLI.siot---LAThN'T !>KFECT N 1,TEERING APPARATUS -INEVITABLE ACCIDENT*- EVI-
I)NEONUS; OF IPROOF.

ISOIIIn The Merchant Prince (1892), P- 179, the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R.,
torv and Fry and Lopes, L.JJ.) «have reversed the decision of the President, noted

tihe
be. <tint P. 134, On the ground that the defendants had failed to satisfy the burthen
act of roo by showing that the collision 'vas in fact occasionted byinevitable

it to show that the cause of the accident was one ntprodw. ?d by the defendants,
and he euwt o whch heycoul no hae aoidd. ereit appeared that

)IiL1 the defendants knew of the tendencv of a new chain to stretch, and therefore that
in an accumulation of links at* the leading wheels of the steering gear miglit cause
to ~jamnming, and; considering'the crowded state of the river when the accident

occurred, thev niight have prevented the accident by having hand-steering gear
:î~e rtady for immediate use in case of necessity.

McSTAGE OAETC-ONN F PATEN<T HY PURCHASE-ONF CO-OWNER MORTGAGEE OF SHAHS

it: 0F OTHEN CO-OWNER-PAI-ENT WORKED NY NJORTGAGEZ coOawNzi-RsEmpTioN-ACCOUNT.

1 r. Steers v. ROgers ( 1892), 2 Ch. i3, was a redemption action brought by one
or co-owner of a patent against his co-owner, to whom he had rnortgaged his share
nec of the patent. Tha patent had been acquired by the plaintiff and defendant byi
Aff purchase, and subsequently te the rnortgage of the plaintiff's share the défendant
to had worked the patent by rnaking machines thereunder, which he had sold at a

pi-ofit, but he did flot grant liceuses, nor receive royalties. At thc trial, judgmnent
icwats given directing (i) an account of what wvas due on the rnortgage; (2) au ac-

le courut of profits corne to the hands of the defendant as iortgagee. On briig.
,d ing ini his accounit, the defendar.t claimned that the profits he had derived frorn

working the patent were flot received by him as mortgagee, but as co-owner of a
Il mnoiety of the patent, and that he wvas flot accountable therefor to the plaintiff.

e This contention was sustained by Ramer, J., and by the Court of Appeal
-e (Lindley and Kay, L..JJ.), and it was held that the forni of the judgmnent did
s not preclude the defendant from taking that position.


