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ence, to Bay, with any degree of accuracy, what profit the

Iaintiff lest between the 24th June and the 9th July; but.

rom the best consideration I have been able to giv 'e te the

,oint, 1 estimate his loss at $10 a day. This loss continued

fter hie obtained possession, owing te the refusai of the de-

endant to sigu a transfer of the liquor license or permit. The

ransfer was, however, signed en the 25t.h July. 'For any

ubsequent delay I do not regard the defendant as answerable,

,or do 1 think that hie should be hcid liable for the expense, the

>laintiff was at in interviewiiig the License Commissionere,

ýmployîng counsel, or enlisting the services of persons assurned

,o have influence with the Commissioners andi others. Between

lie 24t1' June anti the 25th July there were twenty-six days

)n which, the bar-from which the profits were, 1 think, wholly

lerived-might have been open had, the defendant conformed

ýo hisecovenants. The plaintifs 's s at the rate stated is $26;

and for hs lie is te have judgment, with ceets on1 the County

Court scale.
OThe counterclaim of the defendant is for the conversion by

the plaintiff of certain fixtures. At the trial, this dlaim became

restricted te the following articles, which the plaintiff ciaimed

as part of the freehold, and refuseti to deliver te the defendant:

a large mirror, a beer cabinet, a beer-pump and a porter-pump,
and a bar cabinet.

Quite clearly the defendant is entitieti te damages for the

conversion of the, mirror, which rests upoxi a mnantel, and is

suspendeti £rom the wall iby a wire, andi may be removed as

readily as a picture hung in the saine way.
.When the defendant leaseti the premises frein Golding, the

plaintiff's predecessor in title, the bar fuxtures mentioned were

sold te hlm with the furnittire and other nievables for $3,500.

The lems contained a provision that MulhaUl iiglit rernove

fixtures. As between Mulliali andi Golding, the cabinets and

1>umps were, in fact as weli as in the commen intention of the

landiord andi tenant, trade fixtures, which the tenant hati

the right te remove at the endi of the terni or within a reason-

able time afterward-if suoli removai coulti be effecteti with-

out materia dbarnage to the freehold. 'Whether the articles ini

question are affixeti by screwe and -boite, as the defendant con.

tende, or, in the case of thé 'bar cabinet, by naile, as asserted by

the pl-aintîff-though hfe is not supporteti in tItis by his expert

witnees-they cannot, in circumatances establishing beyond

«anestion that they were in'tended by laer and lesee to continue
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